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.PREFACE

This report, likased on phe 1972 Anchor Tes4t Study (ATS), was:initiated,

in. June of 1975 as a contractual activity ofAle National Center.for

Education Statistics (NCES). The original.study was undertakanto provide

a common base,_or "anchor," foc equating various stahdardized'readirig. test,

scores needed by the U.S. Office of Education to evaluate its Elementary,and
Secondary Education'Act (ESEA) Title I reading programs. This report analyzes

and interprets some of Ole data.collected in the o'riginal Study, '. the'findings

are summarized in the first section.

Westt, Inc conducted tYle studY./with Dr . leenneBurgdorf as Project :

Director.' This report,,%in.turn, was prepared under' is directibn by Abt .

`"Associates Inc., with:John Do-_ette and'Robert. St Pierre as uthors.

In NCES the work was carried_ Out by Milton Chorving as a project ef

the:qormer Division of Intergovernmental Statistics ,a its Data Requirements,
j

and ProjectsoBranch, headed by Absalom Simms and GeOrge H.,Brown, respectively.

The latter, now head of t'he newnly Tormed.Postsecondary and Vocational-AnSlysis

Branch in the Diviiion of Postsecondary and Vocational Education Statistics,

retains responibility-eor any remaining actiIitieb o.f the ATS Project.-
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This monograph contains an andlysis,and interpretation.of data col
.,

lectedin the.course of the 1972 Aechor Test Study. ,In,;tbar study, data were
- .

INTRODUCTION ANDSUMMARYOF.FIN2tNpS,

Collected froM:65,399:fifth-gradeipppilsin 845,SChools for thepurposes of

egUatihg score's on Several differeni.tests of reading achieveMent.and creating
.

. .

.new national,norms foripheSe, tests. 'In_addftion to test scores,4data were

°--sgaihered"op.a number ofreleVant school, cladsroom and pupil variables. -The

purpoSe of this monograph is to examine the. Anchor Test'Study data bade, tO,

.

.identify variables:and l'ssues ofeducational and policy interest, and.to report

the findings.in the Contextof previous reSearch.

Limitations of.the.'Data

A, As explained more4Ully elsewhere in the.report, this study. as a
-.. r '

number of limitations thattpei i.reader should keep clearly in mnd in_reading'
-..:.

.
.

. .

the relicrt as a Whole or. ireading the highly Condensed suaimary-of_principal'"

findings-presented below. The.ritost important of these limitations are:
.,.

. 1. The-data on which this study is based are essentially.desCriptive.
9 -

They often do,not include the kinds of measures. that would be needed for analyti-
4

cally ev- a4ating,aiternatiye,hypotheses as to.why one.Category'Of stuclenig-

, -Scores higher in reading achievement.than :another.
. of,

In view of the well-known positive relationdhip bétWeen scholastic

aphie4ement and socibeconomic status.(which is Confirmed in the present stUdy) ,.:,
7

.it would $e highly desirable to have an impeccable measure Of this importan-

Variable. Unfortunately, the measuree.ctually Used, which is the best that

could be'Aevided'from,the available data, was less than optimal. It is based

Solely on lestiMates, trade by,the tedt Coordinator of each partibip.iting School,
. .

Of the perdentage of children in the schoolwho came froM\families in certainr'

income categories and,ofthe percentage of Children whose families were on
-

welfare. (The actual forMula forcomputing Socioeconomic LeVel (SEL) is

,described in Section 1.3.4.) It should be noted that this index applies to the

school, nOt the student. All.sample subject-ewho attended the same.school
.

.

.nécéssarillyftwere assignedthe same SEL value: high, !fiddle, or low.
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3, .14any of the'relationships state

.4:4m

below --,beitween readingsachieve-

, ment./and v'cirious school, pup.i? , and classroOM variabies7-are undoubtedly
4./ .

,
-.

influenced by the socibecondmic variable,i---W ere the data permitted, statis-...

'i_ical.adjustmemere made in an attempt o equalize the effectSpf, SEL)

'differpnce§ Such ad-tments generai'y reduced substantAally the differences
*

/
in,reading scores ;among the grOups eing compared. It ig,poesible.that%suah-.

differences Would eve been.redpoed still further if thesocibeconomiC variable
'e

- could have been meagured andcontrolled in'a more rigorous fashion%

-StiMMary of Findings-
.,

- '
A summary of the majbr findingS of thia-StudY.:follów.

, 10 ..

pxesented,With:respett toschool, oupil; and classroom charecteriStigs. Finally,
- . ..

findings abOut relationship8 between these caaracteristics and reading achieVe-
..

Findings are

,

ment are presented.

' 1. Schbol Characteristics.

Location of School.: Pupils-attending schools in AbUrbail,.
small, Or middle-sited cipês had higher akeradje readirig.
scores than puplIss attending school in;rurel areas who, .

inotrrn, had higj.er:average reading scores than pupils
in large cities.. . :

. , .

Control of school- Pupils attending nonpubIic-school.s had
'higher aVerage reading scores thampupila.attending publià
schools.

School SocioecOadmic Pupils attending high,soaio-
economic level sChools,had.higher''aVerage.reading scares
.t.han-pupils'attending middle,:socioeconomiClevelschools
who, in turn, had,..higher ',average reading scores than pupils

. enrolled in low socioedonoMic schools 4

,

Grade-five percentMinority enrollment: An inverserela-
tionship,was observed.between percent minority.enrollment
Ofa school. and 'the averagelreading scOres.of all filth7;,,,.,
rade pupils-in, those schobls. .pupils attending schools
with 0-10 percent minoi-ity enrollment had the highe:7t
aVerage,.mdre_than a-fu1,1 standard 'deviation above the
:average for-pupils4ttefiding-sChoola'with-qver-75 percent
'minority. enrollment; .The_inverse relationship mentioned
above also prevailed when the data,wereanalyzed.'separatgly
for CaucAs.ian;AEllack., and SpL-;nish-SUrnamedpupils.. It waS
notpossibleiwith.theavailable-data, to evaluate the,
role that SEL differences may-have Played in mediating-

, - ;L

this relationship. .

It 1 5
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. .

:.--,. Remedi l reading diagnpsiS.:.-;Pupils diagnosed as not heeding,

..- .oremedi l reading-services had.'higher average'reading'scores ,

.tkl.n.pilpils diagnosed as being in need ofithose serviCes. /
,

.rr

0 1

, Primary.Language: Pupils classifiex as...speaking. English .

as.. their primary language had higher averagejreading
seoree than'pupils classified.AS being educationally .'.-

!-andicapped by not speaking English as their.priMary.
..

. ,

languaqe * .

Raeial/ethnic group: Oriental.and Caucasiap,pupils had
higher average reamg.e,cOrve than Black pupila Americanch

HIndians and Spaniehsurnamed pupils aVeragedsli4htly .
higher than Blacks. The tilanbes of.:Orientals and'AMeriCan

.Indians in'the sample were.too-ethall to. provide reliable

Reported:IQ: A strong loosive relationsblp was, observed

between
/
reported (2 and average read:igsbores.-

4

3. Classroom. Characteristics .
. .

. -

There were no diecernible differences in'the average reai .

.
scores of pupils who are and are not.abiIity groupcd ono.:
school4socioeConomic leVel IS.held constant.

4
. . I N

There,were no obseritable relationshiL5s.between Claes size:

and-reading achievement.
. .

Relationships Among Selected,Pupil and SchOolCharacterittics

The difference in average.reading scores Among types cf

sohool,location were found to beattributable.mainly: to:

other school Characteristics (school socioeconoMic:level..

and grade-five percent minority enrollmerit), although.:

maximum mean differences as large as five point:%remainedy

after adj.ustments were made for these characteriUics.
, ,

,

Eight percent of:the pupils diagnosed as.nedding remedial

reading services.scored above.the,50th Percentile On:the

MAT, While:19 percent oE the pupils hot so diagnosed

scOred beloW the,25th.per-Centile. trat, indicates-that

there ivsome overlap-in the distributions of reading

scores forthese twO-Sets.of puoils,.perhaps as a. result ,

of misclassification rof 7arying criteria for diagnosis.

Most pupils. Classified as being educationally:handicapped

.due to bilinguality were Spanish-surnamed ¶Lis LS con-

-siatent with.the fact that' SPanish-silrnamed people are.

. '



,

e.

: .
' / v.

'probably the largest group.of notnative-EngSishspeakers
;

.1-1:1the-country.: NOtsurprisingly! pupils sodiagnosed had
'A:lower average reading'score than SpaniShHsurnamed pupils

..;.not so diagnosed: jiowever, the latter group.still:scored

lowerthan Caucasian pupils.
, .

/ '

The:sociOeconomic level Of schools', as measured in-this
4study, apPeared toLhave onlY a smallieffecton thedif-.

ferences'inreadin-acNievement, amon'''pupils of different

raciial/ethnic.grOdps.

4 I C
;

The staridarde,fOr diagnoing remedi4 reading need appeared.,
;todiffermith a!pupils" racial/cthnl;', 'grpUp. The average
reading score OfCaticasian pupils did, nosed. as. needingc,
1/4remedial.perveS was elmost che sameL asthe.average

..readingScOr.eof Black pui:d1S whdare not .iagnosed as
,

.needing suOh service,.- '

' '
.

While a large'part Of the.obserired nelative
:-.betWeen 'percent minority enrollment:and reading:.achievement

couldipe explained, Ir. school sooecortomic level-and pupil'
racial/ethnic group;,'Pupils attanding schools. iqtth I-ib

percent_ minority enrollrLent still.had a higher average'
reading scOre than Ipupils attending schoolS;mitK; 36-.100
percent mintirity',erollment-,The.rea er should:bear in

mind the limitatio S of our:SEL measu e,:however, aS.
eXplained-near the beginning.of thiS umMary....

iZation of the...Report

:This\repO7t is.organized into six chapters. -Th1 firat provides back-

grou d concerning ife, Anchor Test StudY1 and thepresentenalySis. The second
,'

cha ter addresSes .schoollevef.variablea and.iheirrelatiOnskip to rOeding
1r,

't
2 Z ch'evement, both independently 'And in..pal.rs... TNe thirdehapter presents

, ' ,,,, .'

.iinf rme.40n,,a1Doru. the 141-44Wit0p4,1tionship of pupil variableltoreading
,

% - ...;
. 1

il , .

achievement, while the, fourth considersseletted pairSof Pupil and schodi,

variables.. Chapter five,coniains an examination Of reading achievement. with'
.--- ;

.11

ability grouping and class size, the twOclaSSrOomVeriables.. Finally,

-Chabter six Presents the conclusions ofthe study. . In addktidn, several
/ : , ,..-

%.
r.

F
appendices are included;!,whiCh provide detailed.infOrmatiOn about procedures.

and methodologieSusedin this report tOgether with aaditiOnal dita for.the .:'.

les zresented in the .body of thekepOrt.
*v



:BACKGROUND
, .1

The Anchor Test Study..

Tm-1968i an effort to evaluate ESEA Title.I reading programs led

,theUnited. States OffiCe.of gducation (US0g) tocOnolude that, although
..

pupii scOres on standardized reading achievement teStp were available front'

n.lany elementary schools'throughout the.country; such data Were not,useful

_in eVaIuationstudies of.nationel scope., The Problem was that different-

'SchoOl Systems utilizeddifferent. tests.to Measure readingachievement, and

.scOres were not comparable from onetest'to another:

In response.to,this problem, USOE developed specifications for

a maj2 tudy which.would provide a means of translating a_pupil.'s score; ..-.
. .

,

on any,one Of eight. widely uSed reading tests Into an equivd.len't_score,on '

.

.
,

.
..

. .
. .

tL
:any,of the other seven tests°. In addition, new it&ional .norms Were te be.

.. ,.,
.:;provided.'for all'eightiests. _ThtOleSign-required'that.ond instrument:7 the"

MetropOlitaniAChiOementTess (MAT) - would serve Asa cOmmon'base, or'
.

..

."enchor" ageinhiCh.,the Other tests:Is/ere to be equated and norMed.:, Con- .

,. .

. -- ,

.
4.r.-,.,,,,

.,

sequently', the-project-eecame known;as.the "Anchor.Test StudY,.'? 44
. .

,, ., .. .,t, , .

!
. ,

.
,

"The, Anchor-Test Study involvedtwo b6hcuirerit, data gathering

efforts In April, 1972:. the/-ieceieting pheSe"-and.the "restandardilatiOn
.., , -

..
:

(or.norming) phase.," Theating phae'entailed administration-Of alli.,
. ,, -. . -

eight tests, .. inicOuaterbalanted aombInations-"of two tests.per-school., to
s i ,

.el'td.tal Of 134,S55..fOurth, -fifth and,sixtii-grade pupils. The resulting,.

.!::latewere*.uted todevelop 4.seties of equivaldnty tables showing;.tor each'
.,

raw score oWeriy one test, the.percent7e4Uivalent i:aw'seore on.41.1salien
. .

'iother'tests.. .The norming phase inVolvedadministratiChpf'the irocabulary
. .,. _

rWord Knowledgel:and'reading comprehension (4ReadineCSUbtests of the-
;.,, ...: .. . :

44'7r -

-.!mAl..to.all fourth, fifth,ead sixth7gradepUpils'in a'stretified random .t

SamPle of 940 schools. Usable-teser,data viere'%tained frov192,749 pupils f
7. ,

, .

in 90.4 p,rcent of eligible schools. (see Appendix A for a more complete,

rates,) ,.:As a.reSblt-6f this effort, new nationally*

',V- . " . r 11

repregentatilie norffis merepbtained for 'thktwo subtesta andfor the MAT J

Readinesoale CfOrmed!'thy suMMinq.the sCores of the two'subtests

equatingTormlingphase findings were combined to'ProduCe.

;114:and Comparable norMs for the remaining-SeventeSti.
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-
0

.During the normiqg phase data.ccillection Itrocess, considerable,

informationowas obtainedabout the'charaCteristics ofthe.Schools,
1

class-

roozns, Andpupils contained in the sample. ThiS..,information,i4asnotused.

in
c,

the original Study,-however; except as'it pertainedto,the norming.and

eqUating efforts..-It.is:these data, together with 'fAT.,eading scores,
. r

thht prOvide the basia for theql'resen-monograph.

1:2 . The Present .tudy ,-

'Recognizing th-it'data,c0114cted during,the'..Anchor Test-Studyj
. . , " . _.._

, norming phage-prOVide a unic4ue opportunity forinvestigation
/
of suhstantive

. .
. .

.
. .

relationships between reading achievement and a numbft uf seeminglimpOrtant !
. .,:

. ,%,,,'',
.

school, classroom, and pupil variables in a.large-Tna reonali- repsep tive.I.,..
:A

.1 .

'sample of pupild, the National Center fdr.EdUcatiOn,S iStica .(NcoS) WakdEld
,

e., S. :.
a contrah i71 July,.-1875 for the performance of such aninVestigation: This

i contract was'awarded to aconsvtium of two researCh firms, WestatI7Ilic.

:.a,rya Abt AssociateS Inc.. ,
,,

7 7'

,-.04,;';, vis4

-- . The prdject;design called for the, MAT Total.lkegding-scOre, tobe isf,

,;.
used as the operational-definition oZ reading achievement and for the fifth'7,

, . . .

. ,..

...grade se4Ment ofhtne, norming Ph'ese sample toOpe.elle samPle upOnswhich. analyses
,

woulcCbe-perforMed. :This 'sample Consists Of65!,399 fifth-grade,pupd4s draWn
4.

' F'14 :i. , :

from 845 sChoFaa., Additional -iinformation about the sample design is pre-.-
,, ..

sentet in .*Appendix A.
. r

;The'proj-ect specifications called for the production of an

-- extensive Series of,tabulatiOne.AeScribing the 4a-Total:Readinglperformance-s:-..
J

.o.-!-. fifth-t7gade pupils who pdasess,Certain aharacteribtics, es'defined by-
.

selected combinatio4s of ten'nindei5endent Variables," HrheSe.variaBles-include
. .

,fo4r school7leVel var4.ables,(controltlocatiorr, Sociopconomic.iteI, and:

percent minority in'grade five), two,.classrooM-level variables ".(enrollment.
. -

and . abili-ty groVping).., andfour PupiPbblevel:yeriablesracialigthhic group',
. ,

. .. ., ":1=(!. '' '
, ,

primary-language, rethedial reading diagnosis , and reported IQ) . Production
. N . ,

,

of-aftptal of 42 tablesi'.representing various two-'and three-way Comh,ina tions
.. ... .'i',' , .

.

,

. 13

:. of theseyariables, was specifiedin a preliminary analysis plan. .
.. . ..

-' ',"' -..-FOr eaCh Characteristia inVestigatedAire., for.eachcategory
.. , .

.of'the'above independent variables and for each-combination of categories
. ,

,

1 9
., ,

..k

. . . A. .

.,,.. , .0 -,:.

-it-,

-

4

sa



`24,
...

speciZied in the'analysis planr,,a total:of eleven statisticgPwere prodUced,:
-

the nuMber of pupils and schools'in the sample; the estimated number arid
.

Apercentof.pupilsin.the pepulationCnationalest4matesot.the MAT TotaI

leading=mearl, standard deviation) enA'standard error of the Mean,:national,
A

estiMates ofthe,proportions Of pupils Who/..store:-8elow bhe 50thlanq 25th

perdentiles on thetMATITotaf Reading:scale, and*Standard errors)pf theae%'

two.prOportions. .These tables were presented withodtjnterpretation
* - .

a Preliminary Tabular Report is;td by NCES in'1976 listing of'tables-.
0 .

.

1 contained in that-report may.fie found ixpendix F. Appendix estribes
.. , i

the'itatistiCal metrIodologY ueen.thePr:tparittion-;-O theee tables::::,,

_.---
.

1 Rollowing productlen and x*inatiOn:.4theOnitialrtabUlatioll
.

7 ,.. ...
severaii additional tables (n t included'im thepreliminary report):were

. j)rOduted,:and the presellt'monograpkwas prega:red. The,purposesof this,:
. ..--,P,

.
.

,

.
.

.;1:.monograph,arel (a) todestribe major findingsconcernino relationships_
, ,

_-,..

..,.- :,.,.. -.4;.;:;' .' .- . :

.

,1:letween the above-Moned:"independent'variables". and fif.L.,grade,reading.
4 .

achievement,aseasured:by the-MAT. Total'Rea4ing'scagl:(b). tOodeeCri the-
,

:%14`.1 *"'"

.

:Manner and extent to which these variables-interact,with'one another or are
.. ,;:,....,

..7Otherwise,interdOdndent in relation to re*ding achievement,. and (c) to

a:§seSS the:significance of the findings in oontext of preVious researOti.

Reader 'deairing statistical informatibn beyond that presented,.in this
4
,

report:or information concerningtombinations of variables other,than thoee'
.. .

,,: _ 4 ,
cliscussed :. re.are rdferred to the.PrellMinary.Thbular Report.

urther inforination about-the ?reliMinary Tabular Report,..the
.4

present monograph, or, the original Anghor Test Study may be attained frbm:

1.3

Mi1ton.C1orvinsky
National ..Center.for EduCation Statistics
Rbota 3036., F05,7-6

400 Maryland 4-venue,.
. .

Washi5igton, D.C. 440202

DefinitiOn of Variables'

In this set'ion the dependent.and IndePendent'variablesjnyes7

tigated in the present study are,deLlned. ,All data were colleCted in April,
.

1912 'as..part of .the norm.4.ng .Phase.of the AnchOr .Tept Study: Information

concerning sdhbol and tlassrdom 'tharacteristio%. was reported by 'School
.

.

'-CoOrdinatorsgenerally school principalSA7,thiTr designateS). .Upil
.

2 0

,



forMation was xeported,by "Testjkindnistkatbrs"! who were-, in moSt caed4F,
"

.

acimi1ei f the instruments used to colfect'othe pupils' hbmeroom teacher.

,th se data are presented in. Appendi*. B.

Redding Achievement:"

.,;
,

\
The dependentoV4ri le of this study4is the Total,Reading

.

\ .

.

Scale\raw score for 'Fb:rm F of the', Metrppolitan 'Achievemen-t:Tests'(MAT),
_ , kt

interM6diate..fevel, 1A70 Edition, -,The Total Reading scale consists-oi two
i '%. -.. W '!, 't

1.
i,

.:SubtestS4--"Word.:Knowledge and- '1.Reading,_ In Word Knowledge, the pupil is

,.,preeeritecf'\with 50.stimulue wordsarranged_roughly in, increasing orer of

difficulty':and, .for each, is-isttudted-to:sele6t a synonym :(or antonym)'
,.
the:stimulus frOm apong9fourpossible answere, The Reading eubtest-

co gists...Of eight.paTagraphsi eaCh of Which is followed bY...four to eight

quettions.. The,subteet contains a'total of'W qUestions, all .

m ltiple choice foxmat, -As withWord KnoWledge,,four.posSible-answers
,.. _ -.L....-

. .
, . .

.

.

.re listed-for each question, and thepupil.is asked%to choose the one. which
. .

.

. ,

, r f :
.

_

is correctiven the!informaiiorin the preceding paragraph.

'''.)
The MAT is.designea for_group.administraton and machineAcoring.-

, 4 , -.11:,-.-=a
"A pupil's scork,.on the'Total Readiag:-Seale is-the total number ofquegtione

. .. .

.

,

rantwered correCtly.s Thts,-. the, range of. possible.
.. ..

es is 0-95. The scale
. ..

is .reported byltS publishers tohave an odd-even liability of .96 (Harcourt
.

Brace:.:Jovanovich; 1973).

1.3.2. School LoCatiop

'8ChOOI.locationwas determinefrom iheSchpol caordinator's

answer to the following:question: .-"Which of the following descriptions

beet defines the location of your sChOol?".POssible' responses are:.

- Large city, oye± 500,000 population

Large city, Over 2004)60 poPUIation

7Midc1l97 e city, 50,0007-200,000 population

:Small,et or town, lees.than50,1500:poPulation
,,.

- Suburb of a middle-siie or large city

Rural area near a middle-size or largaCity.

- .Rurk area not near a middle-size.or lazge city



.
. .

Farth'ree of *the 845 samplqa schools., the school coordinatOr did not provide
. . ,

.
.

., .

this information. School location Was determinAd frOm the/school address

in these cases.

1.3.3 Control of School

r-"-

.

nie Original-Anchbr 'Test Study samile

prOvisiOn for

each of three-

obtainiing a nationally re.10!
,

Oategories: pUblic, Catholic

,SchoolJ'oriiinally-Classkffed aa"Catholic",
,

, 'were combined.for analytic plarpOseS-becauSe

.

Catholic seloo1s..(255 pupils) Was too ,e.Mall

-The,resulting,categories:are

selection procesa iincludcd
. . .

entatO-lample Of schools in
. ,

,...and nonpublic non7Catholic.

/Or' ."ncinPuLliOnon'i-catholic"
. .

the sample,for noppUblic nbn-

tO.parm:.i separate analys.es.

, -

Publjx
,

- NanpUblic

SChoor;' Socioe9ontm14- Level
" 1,2

44.:1

: school iDclbeconomic level (SEL) wais. determinecLtrom the achool
, _

Coordinator's answers for two'questions: PEstiMate the percentages'Of
, ,( ti ;

pupilin your.scheolwho oothe from houselkilAs in which the cotal Yearly

from all sources falls clithin.the fol1oi0g rancles."
;

incothe
.

and

are

under $3,000...;

-$3;:000$5,999

- $10000 and over,'

"Glve your best estimate of.the

meMbers)-of families whose primary Means ok

percent of Plipirls in yourschoOl4Who

support is a public welfare

program:"

- ,n,ne

1-10 percept

,11-25 pereent
,

-'26750,pereent

51,75 percent

- 76-90 percent

91-10d.perctant
. -

.
(7.71-



. ,

4

go.

The tw o it-ems T17ere--dOmbined through use of an algoritiam designedse
. . ........ L ,

t6 .ClasSify schoks as falling in theupt5er4larter, middle two guartprc
..._,_______---4.--,--i

or loWer,quarter of an SEL dittribution,:. The resulting class'.fication is:
-

.

---'high ..'-, %At iel8t 40 percent of faMilies haje income's of
._ .

$10,000 or abolie, noMore than 20. pgrcent have ..

7-incomes. under $6,000;'and no more-than IO percent
e -4 are primarily support'eaTE publid welfare programs)

_

low :".(no more than IO.:Percent"::Apmilies hava,incometh
of $10,0100 or mOre and at'ileast -60 perdent have

, incoMendqr.$6,000: or more than 50.percent are
priMi ly supported by.public welfare piograms)

Middle (neit r.higii nor low as deftned above)

In

...

cases .,there Percent welfare was not seported, sdhoolewere classified

oh the basis of incoMe.alone. If income wa not
.

reported, til#Was esti-
-

meted from community inc:ome.data obtaine during original Anchor Trost

: 4

Study sample selection, 0.

PuPil Racial/Ethnic
s

_The racial/ethnic groUp Of each pupil was determined from 'the
,

test administrater's answer to thg following question: "of whichonesof

the follbwin4 racial'or national original groups is this .Pupil a member?"

In

- American 'Indian

- .Black/Negro

_ Driental
.

- Spanish.-SUrnamed Americ an

- Caucasian (exdept spanish-Surnamed American) or Other - referred
. .

..-t as "OaUdas4an" tbrodghoUt the following text ;.

- .

.1

cases where the test administrator did not provide this informationr,

racial/ethnid group was cOded. .4S-"not. report04.

,13.6 Priata:rY Language of upi1

N.
rhe primary:language of each putiil was tdetermined from the

I e

test adminiStratow's answerS to the fol,lowing questions:- ."ts this Pupils

primary language English?". and'(if no),-,"You hare indicateethat-this. .

PuPil's.Pcimeryanguage is not English. In your.opiniondoes .this'fact
. .

constitute a Learning handicapfor the pupil in reading and most Other

academic subjects?" From respon. ses to these questiopr'pupils were date-
r.. ,

gorized;as folloWt: .
.

.- English is:primary language;

, l. . : -.', ' .

_. .

, English iS not primarY-language;.this isnoefelt to
constiWte a learning handicap forYpupil;

6

2 3



English is not primary:language; this is felt to consti-
.6.1Ee a learning handicap for. pupil:.

Not reported'(response combpations Other than above or
'rio response) -,

1,3.7. Reme4ial:Reading Diagnosis for Pupil .

,
1

-

Remedial reading diagnosis for each pupil *-46.s deterMined from'

the"test' dmi.niStrator's response to the following question: ."1,1a6 this--.

'ali.14-b-een SpecifiCally:dtagnosed as needing correct:ive or.remedial work.: -
,

4.-

.1-.

.
.

.
.

.. intr'ea'aing by someone other.than the classroom' teacher?"' .Categories are:
.

. ,
.

..---diagnosed need(yes)

,-- no diagnosed need (no)

: nat. reported (don't know or,no response)

a. 8 'Reported IQ of Pupil

The repOrted IQ.of-each pupil was-sdetermined -from the tet .
k

. -'.
''\a..pinistrator'5.respOnse to the follOwing question::- "fahich of the follow-

.A.ns4.2.% .ranges'on-yourmoetz'reGent/y administered standardized intelligence:
.

.

.. ...,
. .

test best described t.,h-pupil?".. .

'.1. 1 .

',,' 1Se.1 '. Below 75
..

- Fiom 75 to. 89

From 90 to, \110

From 1i1 to 115..

.- Above 125.
d

I No IQ test adminiStered.
ir a

In cases where the administrator reported:that no IQ test had been.adminis-'

tered or when no response vas given to the abo0e question, the itemhwas
0 ±

coded as "not reported". .

. 1.3.9 Grade-Five Percent Minbrity of Schobi

. .

.- .-. Grade-fEve percent minority in each school was determined.by
.

.

'computing the'percent of tested pupils-in a school Whose "racial/ettirlic
,

.group was reported by the test administrator as being other than Caucasian,

as defined above. chools were claSelfied into the, following categories,for

,tabulation -purposes .

- 0 percent minority

1,710 percent. minority

.1L. 113$ 'percent minority

- 36-17..percent minority

7. 76-100 Percent minO'rity

;

'"?



,

y4 Onl two 5hOOl s did not report racial/ethnic information for at least 50

Percent of tlieir fifth-grade pupils. Percent minority information obtained

'th.?ring oriqil Anchor,Test stu4Y,samp1e selection was used to classify

A Anchor Test Study statistics as Computed from the total fifth"grade sample.'

Later

ting,each caterrY of e vari e under discussion.

containtables will contain this "total" column' vt will also

co ti 'abl

tIlese schbols'

q7aSsroom

Classroom Ability,grouping Wa;s d6Frmined from the SchoOl
1.

,

t9ozdinat r's blasS.ification'of 'the-pupil's Classroom as:
o

-.not Aoility grouped
°

ability. groupe'di 'above average

abilitY grPuped: aVerage

ability grbriped: 'below average

Classroom Enrolrinent

:Classrobm enrollment tgas deterra bed from the school coordinator's

report of the numbeeof puplip enrolled in the s
..
4mPled pupil's classroom, 4

on.the day the report form was received (earlY ARril, 1972),. For tabulation

were used:Purpose.s, the following dategories

c\,

1..,1. 23 pupils

' 24-27 pupils

-

r 32-34 plipils

enrolled

enrolled.

enrolled

enpolled

35 or more pupils enrorled

1.4* Content and Interpretation oi Unfvariate Tables

,

As. noted earlier., clevqn Statistics were computed for each Cate-

gory of each' -independent. .v iable and foe-all-table cells arising frpT

'selected two- aAd three-wa9VOombinations of variables. In describing overall

proj ect findings for individual.varfables, all eleven statistics will be

pres,nted.
S.

Tdble 1-1 illustrates the format,tO be Used, In the presentationv-----

of s,tich "univariate" findings: This table contains a single columil presenting

1-1 is Presented at.this point both to
o

Pul"Pdse 'and .imPort of the'various.statistids

mAtiT about the statisticarclaractexiscs

. 8.

acquaint the reader writh the

And.to

of %he

provide'baseline infor-

total fifth-grade sample
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Table 1-1..--Statistici for total fifth-grade sample and population,'
/ from the Anchor Test Study: United StateS, spring,.l97.2.'
/

,Statistip Grade
Total:.

SeMple SiZe:

:umber of pupils ,

. Number of schobls

Estimated population size:

Number of pupils (in thousands)
PerCent of pupils

Estimated MAT reading achievement:
P

Mean
Percent scoring below 50th percentile
-Percent scoring beloW 25th percentile
Standard deviation- 4

Estimated: stsnd4rd error of:

Percent below'50th
Percent below 25th.

26
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---The7firai-TiFe-Ril,e_.1.4 presents the number/..J.f/PuptIlS.
* -

(65;399) and schools (845) contained in the "fifth-grade segment of the Anchor.

Test Study sample. These two entries indicate the Site of the date base upon

which other statistics---:2-ill. of which are-natiOnal estimates d ifea from

sample data -- are based. Generally, the greater, the nuitber f dampled

puPils and-schools upon wh.l.ch a given estimate is_based, the greater the
.

.degree Ofconfidence which may be plaqed id the accuracy of that estimate.

_This applies to estimates of,sampiing error as'well as tr5 estiMates of
?k. ,%

means, standard,deviations, and the°11ke.,:-Although there is no single

cutoff-Pdont to distinguish "accurate" from "inaccurateN'estimated, a useful
4:

rule of thumb is that estimates based upon'a sample.bf4/25 or more sChools
4

may be. régarded as_at least moderately accuratevbut estimates based.Upon
$*,

feweethan 25 sampled sChOOTd-s!iould be treated with caution. ThroughOut
4

thidreport, all estimates derived from samples of less than 25 schools
,

will be indicated as such (through use of table footnotes) to alert the

reader. to the need for caution.in interpreting results.

The next section of Table 1-1 presents.estimates. oethe total
-

numbers (in.thousands) and pqcent of fifth-grade pupil's who were enrolled

in the,nation's schoola in the spring-of 1.912. The estimated total number

of'puPils is approximately 4,009,000 and this, of course; represents 100
a

PerCent of the estimated total fifth-pgrade population. . These population
'-

distribution dta repreSent basic demographic informatiOn which iS

intereSt in its own right but, at the univariate level', is bf little sub,-.-
-

stantive import. Howeyer; these statistics will be.of Considerable value

in later.sect±Ons of(this report, where' they will play a major role,in

clarifying interdependencies among variables.

The next section of Table 1-3, contains deverAl statistics which

proyide Summary estimates of the reading achievement .(as measured bythe

MATTotal Reading scale) of the total fifth-grade pupil population. These

include three indices of level of achievement he estimated MAT mean

and the estimated percentages of pupils who score below the MAT 50th and,

25th'percentiles, as.. defined 1:1r the'Anchor Test Study natiOnal horms

*
See.APpendiks-DAWhich discusses the rationale
a Cutoff: .:

1

27
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for delect,ing 25 schools.as
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(fooret, et al., 1974, p. 78).* These three statistics convey much the same

information; but'do SO in somewhat,different ways. The mean is a direct

estimate of 'average level of reading achievement while the estirhatad percent'
, 7,

below ihe 50th percentile tells how many pupi/s in a gfVen subpppulation

(i.e., what percentage) are below Ale na4Onal median in.relding achievement.**

The estimated percent below the.25th perc4ntilemay be viewed as an index of

hOw many-members of the subp'opillation are 1?substantially" below average. The-
,

,
,...

. .

- .

estimated MAT Total Reading scale mean for the total fifth-grade population
-

1!S153.6. The estimatea percentages below the 56th and 25th percentiles are,

' of course, very close to 50 and 25 percent, respectively. This is hardlY

surprising.since these.e%timatee were derived *from the same sample that-was

used to construct the national percent4e norms.

.The fourth statistic In this gLtiOn of Table 1-1 is the estimated

_etandard deviation of the'MAT Total Reading score. This is an index of.the

eXtent to which membera bf a given population or SubpopulatiOn differ from one'
,

;apotherin level of reading achieveMent., If. the-distribution,of Total .Reading

score?, is approximately'"normar" (i.e., symmetriCal and bellShaped), approx-.

percEnt of the scores wilffall within one' standard .deviation of

.the Mean. -.The-estiMated,standard deviation'for totalfifth-grade pop .

is 18.2. This suggests that about ,68 percent of fifthgraders obtain .

,

MAT.Total Reading scores between 35 (53.6 18.2) and 72 (53..6 1E.2).

The final sebtion,of Table 1-1 presents thestandard errors

associated with the estimated'Mean and'with the estiMated.percentages below

the 50th-and.25th percentiles. 'These standard errora indica ! the probable

-extent to whibhtheir associated estimates may differ. from "true" popul.dtion

s

.
*.:Based .upbn these normse a MAT ,Total Reading scale score.of 54. or.leas

.falle.beloKthe.50th Percentile, and a score Of 38 or 1%ss falls below the

25th percentilei'v
. .

. .

** The 50th percentile, or median, is an index of. central .tendency which iS

not.necessarilysynonYmouS with the mean; or .arithmetic-average. 'However,

the wierall'diStribution of MAT Total Reading'Scaie scores- in the AnChor

rest Study forming sample is'a close enough approxiMation to:.the olaSsic

"normal curve" that the mean and:median. are'essentially identical.

,. ,
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villies as a result of sampling ekror. The probabiaitY is about .68 that

'the "true" population value falls within one standdrd error of the estimated

value. 'The standard error of the estimated total population' mean is very..

Innall, 0.25. This suggesks that the probability is,.68 that the actual MAT

Total Reading scale, gean for all fifth-gkade pupils during April of 1972

was between 53.35,(53.6 - 0.25) and 53.85 (53.6 + 0.25).. The standard

errori associateLwith the estimatgs of the,percentages of all fifth-grade

pupils who score below the 50th and 25th percentiles are also very smell:

0.6 and.0.5, respectively. Estimates based upon smaller samples will, Of

course, tend to havelar4er standard errors.

1.5 , Cbntent and Interpretation of Multivariate Tables

0-

After univariate findings ;Er a given set of variables (e.g.,

school-level variables) arepresented, selected two and three-way coAbina-
.

.tirms of variables will be cxamined to assess ways in which the variables

may be interdependent in their relationship to reading achievement. For

each "cell" in such mAltivariate tables (i:e., for each combination of

categories of.the variables in question), three statis1 tics will be preaented:

the estimated number and percent of pupils in the population and the estimated

)NkTotal Readi:ng.scale mean for those pupils. Add2tiOna1 statistics (nuMber

of schoOls, number of I:411s, ,knd the standard error of the mean) are pre- '
I

'sented in Appendix E.

Two (or more) variables may be interdePendent in relation to,

reading achievement in eithek or both of two ways. 'First, there may be an'

"interaction" between the variables: the relationship between one variable

and reading achievement may.be different for different categoride of a.

second variable. Such would be the case, for,example, if no difference in

average level of reading achievement is found between public andononpublic

schools which are loCated in.suburbs but large differences between the two

types,of schools are' found in all other locatiOn categories. Such inter-
%

actions will be readily apparent from an examination of mean achievement

scores.
,

7°
The above example illustrates how the relationship_ofone vari-

able to reading achievement may be contingent upon another variable. It is

also pbssib 6-lhat the relationship of one variable to reading achievement-
.

12
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may tolsomd extent be a consequence of its association with another variable.

For exaMpie, assume that high socioeconomiAevel schools tend to be concen-
.

trated in Suburbe and that there is a.strong positive relationship between
--

7school socioeconomic level and-reading 'achievement. If suburban schools were .

:4ound to have a higher average level of reading adhievementthan schools in

<other locations, one would wonder about the extent to which the location dif-

ference is attributable to the influence of SEL or, more sPecifically, to the
,

.

,
cOvitriance of locItion with tEL. This Kind of issue will arise frequently,

...

since-the variables examined.in_this study tend to benstronglv interrelated.

In the casi stated above, one may-pose and attempt to'answer a t*po-
,

*

.thetical question: what would:the location means have been if.the Proportions

'of'higg, middle and lowISEL ;ChObls ha:: been the same in each location

categorY as for the nation as a,wholei -Assume that, nationwide, the proportions
N, .

'of nigh, middle and low BEL schools are .15, '.50.,- and .25. respectively.,
. .

'Within each location category, one max multiply the estimated meanlifor high,
--

middle d low SEL schdols in that category by these proportions and then'

fil
,

,sum,th products. This simple procedure,. a .orm of covariance"adjustment,
,

.effectiVely adjusts the univariate location means to eliminate,the influence of

. .

SEL. This means acbustment procedure will be?utilized throughout this report,

,whereyer it appears that univariate findingsfor one variable may be:substan-,
q,

tially ait'ributable tp the influence of another variable, For other applic-!

ations of this technique see Wiley (1974.

1.6 Statistlical Significancend Educational Importance,

The maj r date to be presented-in thlsr ort-areet1mate s of.-

average level of reading'achievemeht for varieus sdgment§s-of the-fifth-grade

, population -- sPecifically, estimated MAT Total Readiorig"SC-ale means. Fromi

a.descii.ptive point's:4 view, the findingd will be largely self-explanatory.

gistiritea means,will be presented, along with,ihformatiOn which permits the
. .

.: reader tc assess the p.-obable accuracy of the estimates -- the number of

schools and pupils in tLe sample and the estimated-standard errors of the

mean.* The only reservatioh we have about these data is that the estir,..3tes 0

-of'standfird errors are.themselves of questiohable,accUracy when the sample
/--, f S

...size is small (e.g.., when the number of schools represented in _the .sample_is---

leda.than 25). Appendix D presents a generalized variance estimation metliod

whith we.would recommend using.in auch situations:

* For multivariate tables, accuracy of.estimatiohstatistiCs are presentedin

Appendik E. 0

13.
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AIthough.e timates_of.aVerage reading achievement for individual

Segments of the fifth grade population are of interestlrinterpretation'Of,

findingS inevit'ably focuset upon differences between achievement of one

population subgroup and that 61(t4nother is-.the average reading
. . . 4

achievement of public school pupils higher or lower than thap of nonpubli

school'pupils?- A classic questiOn.thus arises: When. is a.difference-
.

betWeen two eatimates large eno 4h. to warrant attention?

One,antwer VD,this question is that the difference must be \

statistically relilible, i.e., the likelihood must be remote 'that the obtained

difference could* have occUrred solely on th Sis df,chance. ,The subject

of 'statistical significance is didcussed ir"Appendix 1:),: where the following,

formula iS shown to provide a simple method of assessing the statistical

,'.reliability of the difference between two estimated means:" .

where x and X are the estitated means for he two grouPs being compared,

.and a!-- and a are the estimated standard'errors.Of the mean for the two
. x x

groupd.1- 2 .

If i is greater thar 1.96 in absolute'value, the difference is:

;

'"statisticallysignificant" at.the p<:05 level. ThrOUghout thiS report, the

criterionof statistical significance is regarded as. Onelahiohmust.be met,

.inorder for a difference betweeh the estimatedpean for one,grouP and that

tor another to be worthy of attention.
,-,

We should note,.hoWever, that. a difference Which is' statistically'
... .

. .. .

.

. . . ,
. ,

. J : '. . 4 .

Significantis.not necesSaorily important from aneducational point of view:
, .

,
. ,

Many of .the estiMates to be reported ate based:upon extraordinarily large
.,.

samples of schools and pOpils and,. ConsequentlY,-tave-ivery-small-standard

errors:... _This-implies that'differen.des'of only.one or,two.points will. often
.. __..

'be.sufficient.for statistical significance. ConverselY, even substantial
.._. e ,

differences-between subgroups as defined.by One ydivriable -
pay later turn-out .-

--..

to-be largely atributable to the-influende of another variable. For these

-reasons, we feel there-is no simple way to determine whether or not a given

31
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. . -
If!,,clifference is "imPortant". We,shall use our judgment in identifying dif-

ferences'which seem particalarly noteworthy or interesting to us, but the
. .

reader .should feel free to4make additional abservations.
,rr:!

Limitations of ihe StudY
J

r

When ;interpreting the data presented in thefollowing sections,' :

reader is- aavised,to keep the following limitations .in mind.

b

A. The data are not Populat*on values, but rather are estimates

of yarying precisi:on.. The Andr, Test Study Sample was, deeigned to yield
.

reliable .estimates for the fifth-grade Population air a whole amd -for ceitain

major subclastifidatIOns or'this popttlation. However, whet the: $.1itple is

_simultaneousli subclavsified in terns of two or m2re variables,: a number of
y .

cells iti the resulting' tay.e may contain very few (if anyl. same4ed littipili,.'

and. estimates .cOliputed Tor such cells tend to'be imprecise. This report is
-(

Iimited.te a presentation .of tables which do cOnsist Primarily ,Of cells for
:t. .

. r.
. .

. which-, the sample size is large enough ,to permit reasonably accurate, estimates.

, This is not -the' case- 'for .all cells Of all tables!: howeYer, and the reader is
i.

_

advised tb exercise daution in the interpretation of finding*" for indivigual
. ,. .., .

cells. Reference to the accuracy 'of estimation information contained in
,Appendix E is recommanded.

B. This study is' (tell designed -for identifying and -aescribing .

ways in which pupil:reading achivement is associated with the type pf

school or classroom *tended, but it is-extremely: limited. in ,As capability...,

to exPlain TeLiz such Pelitionships occur. f The Anchor TeSt Study was not

'intended to provide a basis for analytic' reSearch, and ii .d2a not attempt .

to obtain the kind's of meaSuces which would be needed for an in-defsth

eXplcrationi of'-alternatime hypotheses as to why the average reading. achieve-,
, .

'ment of pupils -ia one., type of school or cl ssroem might be higher or leWer

than that of pupils in .anothek- The absen e of,.any. direct itteastres of pUpil
. .

motivation or sOcio9conom/c background is particularly ,limiting in this

respect. .This-study is not in a position to.institute. statistical .controls
,

Over.such vatiables and, consequently, is,not able to assess the extent to

which school or classroom differences in 4chievement are attributa4e to .

other factOra_mr_per pupil 'expenaitures, emphasise.

rdading skills, oVerall quality of instrudtion,, et,

2,teaChily of

.



-aVailable from-the-Anchor Test StudY permit some explorationoE alternative:

inteFpretations of findingS-,but, typically, the analyses will raise more

questiOhltthan.they answer,

C. The Metropolitan Achievement.Test Total Reading scale is a

convenient and useful meadbre of th-extent to whiCh-pupile'haVe,acquired

basic reading skills, but it is not an exact or cOmplete Measure. Its two

subteste certainly do not.tap the full range of skills involved in reading,

. Moreover, the.test is administered in a'group context"- One would hope

that all of the pupils-tested made a seriouseffort to."do emir best" on

the test end-that.they were well-rested and alert when.the test was adminr

=istered. There is no 4way to know whether, this was actually the case, how-.

ever, or to rule out the possiblity that,obtained -test sCores may substantially
"

underestimate or overestimate actual 'reading skills for certain kinds ot puplla:

Recently, considerable interest has developed in the issue

.of whether or not.the average'level of.educational attainment of American

public schooi pupils has changed over the past severallyears. The,data

presented in this report were obtained at essentially a.single poin&in
. p *-
time 1972),.and thus do not address the question of change. The

possibility exists that same and perhaps'many of.the findings pieiAted
t

. 'this report are no longer relevant because of reoent changes in the structure

of American educatioh. In the absence of information to the contrarY,

'however, we are inclined to assume that the 'basic nature of relationships

among the variable-a discussed in this report is.not greatly different toOay

than it:wee in 1972,,

. E. Finally,:it should be noted that an unknown number.of pupili

Were Intentionally eXcluded from participation in ihe Anchor Test Study

pupils'with.Severe physical, mental or_emotional handicapewho, in the

judgment of local school Officials, were incapable of taking the MM..

Althoug'h obvioUslY neceSsary, these exclusionsmay introduce some degree of

'bias in the data. , Atsuming that such pupils tenclto have relatively,poorly
4.

developed reading skills, one might antiCipate that the Anchor Test Stud1/,

,datatend to overestimate the average level of reading achievement,

especially for'those segments_of the population in which such pupils are 7

concentrated. The extent of such bias is'unknown,'but it is asSumed to

'be slight.'

16
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2:0 SCHOOL CHARACTERISTI6S AND, READING ACHIEV6ENT

2.1 Introduction

This chapter describes relitionshipsbtweeh grade-five,reading

Achievement'as meaiured by the.Metropolitan Achievement Test Total Reading

Scale and four #chool characterii'tics:

School location (seven categories ranging from
large cities to rural areas);

school control (publicvs. nonpublic);

.

0

grade-five percent minority,enrollment Xfive categories
ranging from 0 to 100 percerit);' and.

school socioecOComic level (high.; middle, loW)
, .

These .fOUr variables are discUsdeciin turn% For,each characteristic,

a summary of,the previous research literaturejs'preiented and th'e oVer-

all-relationship. of thevariabae:to reading achievement is discussed.

This is followecIby an examinatiel of-biVariate relationships between

pairs'ok. SchoOl characteristics'and reading achievemerii.

tocition of SChool. -11'

Pupils in both highly urban aria rural areas have consistently been

tou'nd7to have loWer levels of reading-aChievement-than.students in suburbs

1P01ean., 1..,t'Ald,.1966; National Assestmentof EduCational Progress, 1974).

Studies of:upils in-rural communities have similarly shown.thht rural

.
students perform less well than nonrural, Wfien urbanism is,treated as

dichotomous variable'(Fitzsimmons, 1976; Herriott arid Hodgkin's, 1973;

and'U.S6Departmentof Agriculture,.1967). However, when the effects of

social- and economic variables have been staiistiCally controlled by

xeqression.tech4iques, findings.regarding location have changed. In

separatP reanalyies of. the "Coleman Repore'data, Jencks .0.972a) and Smith

(1572) each found the independen*tffcict.of ."location" to'be in.fact quite.

small% NORC (1973) reported a. Similar finding, wh4.n the'covariarice betWeen

location and-socioeconomic 'status was taken into accolint.. :However; the

confounding of the independent relationship between location and achieve-
.. , 3

ment.by" socioeconomic variables continueso occur in the literature.

0
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The lack of adeguatefy desi4ned.Comparisons of, u an and rural

Communities limits the generalizability of MUch of.the exiling* liter,-

aturs, as noted by Randhawa and' Fu (1973). Ville Some well-designed

studies do exist (e.g., Edington,.1971), their availabilityand scOpe

are restricted. Many of the national studea that involve bOth'urban

andrural coMmucaties have been prOgram gvaluatiofri. and'have been
. ,

intentionaliy structured to eliminate any pcissible influence of location
:

on the assessment of program outputs.f Finally, the lack of a standard

terminology to describe and measure-school location has also led, to ,some

confusion regarding the 0Sociation between location and achievement.
1

Such terms isfurban and nonurban, suburtian ahd.nonsuburban, and rural

and nOnrural have been used ince number of studies but.havelseldom_beenr
defined in exactly the same,way:from study-to study.

,IThe adhievement of fifth-grade pupils attending SchOOls- .in different:
;

locations, as reported in the Anchor Test Study data is examinedkbelow.

:These data will allow us to avoid tome,Of the problems cited,earlier by

making:direct.damparisons among.location categories and:later, by tgang

the effects of socioeconomic level ancLother variables into account.

(The effect of SEL on pupil achievement.will;receive considerable attention

in several other sections pf this report.).

Table.2-1 presents eleven Anchor Test Study statistrqs fOr the,'

-fifth-grade sample and population, classified by school location. Almost

three'guarters of the populatiOn (73 percent) live citieswith:pop7

ulations under 50,000, suburbs, or rural-areas. Theremaining 27 percent

: .

44,

of the population live.in cities with populations ranging upwards from,.4,

50,000.

It may alSo be seen that-reading scores vari, widely icross sChool

locations: The average scores for pupils attending schools in suburbs .

and cities with populations under 200,000 are in the middle and high 50's,

about one-half standard deviation higher than the-average reading scores
.

in cities of 200,009 or more population. Pupils in rural areas average
between these two groups. Findings' concerning the proportions of students

,.

. .

4'
For-eXample, an evaluation of the Emergency School Assistance Program'

conducted by theNational Opinion ResearCh,Center (NORC,,.1-973) reported
certainfindingSgeparately for urban:and rural fifth' arid tenthgrade
'smils'in the-South, but did not.re.Port any:explicit 'comiiarison of the

: aachievement of these two groups,

18
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Table 2-I.Statistics,
for fifth-girade sample and population from the Anchol Telt Study

by schoolloCatiOnt
United States, spring, 1972

: Statistic

Number of pupils,

in sa4le ' 65,399 8,866 2,817 6,917 16,955 ,14,578 7,142 8,074

Number Of schdbls

'in sample
845 88 38 93 3f0 161 99 156

Estimated nuter

,

of Pupils in

population (in
f

thousands)
, 4,009 481 179 418 1,019 811 481 620

,

Percent,of

estimated number

of Pupils
10010 12.0 4.5 410.4 25.4 ,' 20.2 12.0

15.5

1 MAT Total ,

Reading mean
53.6 46,2 47.6 55,9 55.5 58.4 52,9 50.7,,

'School locatifn

City of City of
Suburb of , ,Ruril ANA Rural area

City of 200,000 50,000 ,' City of city of .nearciby not near

bver to , to, -'7under filir, of over city of

Totl 100,000 500,000 199,999 smov 50,60 sox) ,
over 504000

rimarlim~1.1111/;~=wranglimmonlmINANYINFaM.~1mONEMIMI.MMPO

MAT Total Reading

0

standaid deviation
19,2 19.1 28.9 18,4 18.6 17.6 18,0 18,i

MAT Total Reading

standard error of

mean
' 0.25 , , 1.12 2.01,. ' 0.88 0.60 0.53 0.74

0.69

Percent of

fupifs below

the,50th percentile

t,

Standard error

beloi 50th

PerTt of pupils

below the 25th

Percentile

:Standard error below

25th ,

#

51,0 i7,0. 63,0' 46,0 !: 474 40,0 53,6

0

006 2,4
2.0 1,3 1,2 1,7 1.5

25,0 41.0 37.0 21.0 22,0 16.0 ' 24.0 30.0

f

9.5 2.5 4,8 1.7 1.2 ,
1,0 1.6

1.6

0
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,

scoring below the 50th and 25thPercentiles.reflect the same pattern:

suburbs,and mid4e-sized to small cities have the\lowest.perCentages of

pupils.scoring "below average", rural areas'the next, and large cltles

the highest. ? About.forty percent of the pupils-in cities with

poPulatiops oVer 200,000 are estimated to scare at or below the 25th

perCentile while'only l6"percent of Suburban area pupils do so. The

standard deviation of the reading scores for pupils in each location closely

.ipproximatr,that of the total population; that iS, the variability of

'scores-Within eaCh location iS about the,same.

In sum, pupils in *suburbs and cities with pOPulation under
-

200,000 havdthe highest average reading scores, substantially above those

ft6r pupils in'iarge cities; who have the lowest average scores. PupilS in
. 0

. rural areas have, intermeplate average scares, slightly below the national

average. .This is"Consistent with previous.findingS and.will be explored

-furtherin Section 2.6 where the biyariate relationships of school lemation

and other variables to reading achieveM4ht*e diScussed.' In these bivariate

tabulations the two "rural area".Categor.Les_and the two "large city".

°categories will be combined, to produce larger cell sizes.and more reliable

estimates than would otherwise be possible.
0

2.3% Control of School

,For'purposes of this study., schools were classif.kpd as either

public or nonpublic. ParochkaLand other private Catholic schools represent

by.far ihe, largest zomponent of the nonpublic sector. ,Based on the'Anchor

Test Study, in estiMated 88.3 percent Of fifth-grade pupils who are

enrolled in nonpublic schools attend Catholic schools.

A goOd deai of information is available concerning the comparative

aChievement of public mid Catholic:schOoI pupils. One recent review of

this literature noted that, in the'standaraization samples for several'

ndtional achieyement teSts (such.as the Iowa.Tests-of Basic Skills, the

Comprehensive Tests of Basic skills; and the California Tests of Academic

Achievemept), the achievemeht norms for.Catholic sch,ol pupilS are consider-

., ably higher than those for.the nation as a whole (E ickson and Madaus,

1971)'. _This same review.described several'studies in.which Catholic school

pupils in various cities were.found to have mean a4iiievement test scores

above the nationalaverage.
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Table 2-2 presents Anchor Test ptudy statistics for tha fifth-

grade sample and population, By tipe of school attended: public or

nonpubli'c. It .may be seen that, of the estimated 4,009,000 fifth-grade

Pupils in the nation, an,estimated 90.4 percent attended public,schools.

These enrollment figures compare favorably with estimates derived from the

NCES ElementaryrSecondary General Information'Survey (ELSEGIS) for the

1971-1972 school yearn. The ELSEGIS estimate that a total of 3,833,000

fifth-grade pupils were enrolled in public schools differs from the

Anchor TeseStudy estimate (3,623,000). by only five percent (Scott, 1975).

Similarly, the ELSEGIS estimate that 10.3 perkent of all elementary and
4

secondary pupils were enrolled in nonpublifjschools compares favorably

with the Anchor Test Study estimate of E-6 percent (for grade-1ive only).

Table 2-2 reveals a large difference between the estimated average

reading scores of public and nonpublic school itupils. The estiMatcS

nonpublic schoo?. mean of 61.4.is about One-tialf standard deviation above

the public s4hool estimate (52.8): I4,is 'estimated that only one-third

of nonpUblic dchool fifth-graders scare below the national average, as,
.r

compared to 53 percent of.oublic school pupils. Similarly, only an

estimated nine per-Cent of nonpublic school pupils score ipelow the 25th

'percentile, as compared to 27 percent of public school pupils.:

'As noted earlier, the nonpublicsChool sector consists primarily,

but not entirely, of Catholic Schools.. The AnChor Test StUdy sample of

non-Catholic nonpublic schools (255 pupils froM 14 schools) istoo small

to permit detailed analysis. However, it is noteworthy thAt pupils-attend-

ing non-catholic private schools have a'somewhat higher estimated reading

mean than Catholic school. pupils (64.4 vs..61.1).

'The basic Anchor Test Study,finding that,.on the overage, non-.

.public school pupils obtain considerably higher reading achievement test

scores'than public school pupils is in accord with previous research find-

ings. As has been the case with earlier research; however, the finding is
_ .

ditfiCUlt to interpret: One possibility IS that nonpUblic schools are'doing

a better job of.teaching,basic reading skills than schools in t4grpublic

Isector. It is also,possible, however, that the difference in achievement

is largely (and perhaps'entirely) a result of factors other than sector

differences in content or quality of instruction.
,
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,Table'2.2.--Statistics for fifth-grade sample and population.from the '

P
. %

Anchor Test Study by control of school:, United States, spring, 1972

Statistic

Control of school "

Total Public Nonpublic,

Number'orpppils in sample.

Number of sehools in Sample

.Estimated number of pupils .

in population (thouiands)

Percent of estimaked

.,,number of pupils'f

c*I'7NAT,Total Reading dean.

MAT Total Reading' standard

MAT ,Ibtal.Reading standard

eiroi.oflean :

,

4Prcent of pupils

sbelow the 50tn percentile

Standard error below 50th

Percent.of pupils

°,hilcw the 25th percentile

seandaid For below 25th.
,

65,399

845

60,407

740

4 992

105

4,009 31.623 386

o

100.0 904 9.6

53.6 52.8 61.4

18.2 18.4 15.7
4

0.25 0,26 0.63

53,0 33.0

0.6
,

1.7

51,0

25,0
,

0.5 0.6

9.0

, I.

c.1
4f



V

: Nonpublic schools differ from public sdhoóls in numerous ways,

;)aany qg whidhMaY hive consequences for educatiOnaladhie,Mment. First,

nonsielid,schools are free to accept.oerejectpupils on .the basis of.

academia aptitude, motivaticin, deportment, oi other.criteria. The extent

to whict children with-leathidg disabilities, pooi motivation, or* other'

hohievement:rele-VantliabilitieS are sstematically screened out of the

nonpublic school system is unknown but.cAld yell be an important 'factor

:i.n-accounting for the'achievement differences noted above.

Aseaond potentially important factor is self-Selection. Since

moat nonpublic schools'charge tuition, it may be AssuMed that parenta

who pen, their children tustich a school believe it has something to offer

*that is not available at the local public School and, are sufficiently

interested' in their children's education-to pay for this "sothething extra."

Conaistent with this hypothesis, parentSof'Ohildren ieparochial,Schooli

have been fOund to have'greaterinterest in"and Information about their

'=hildpen's school activitiesthan parents of Publio School children in the
t

same neighborhoods (Eriakson, Madaus and Greaney, 1970). Socioeconomic
._.

fictors"must aiso be.considered. Greeley and Rossi.(1960)', for example,

found that poor ahd uneducated-Catholic parents,akerelatively unlikely to.
.

../ .

send their children to available parochial schoOls. These same authors
::

noted a relatively _high degree of homogeneity among Catholic school pupils

as compared to public,school pupils and argued.that this commonality factor.
,

-419ne may have led to hipher levels of achievement than would otherwise
\

' hate been'expected.

As witl most previous research, the present study is unable to

isoiate or asse s the relative imPortance of the many'factor-i wiich may

ekplain the comparatively high leve1'of reading achievement of ptpils

attending Catholic and other nonpublic sectok schools. Wescan only

agree With Erickson and Madaus,(1971) that:

A
"While we know thatatholic School students generally score
higher on the avekage than public school students On tests of,
academic achievement, 'the extent 6o which this difference is
attributable to the effects of Catholic.schoOls'per se is.
unknown".(p. V1II-9). .



2.4 Grade-FiVe Pevent Minority

The desegregation-of formerlk racially isolated schools has

caused fears 'in some quarters that the academic achievement of students'in
,

.

these,SchbOIS: (both minority and: majo#ity):would' b e adversely affected by

desegregation. The best4nown survey of the reIatiOnship between'schoOl

racial/ethnic'compositiOn and adhieyement is the Equality cf Educational

Opportunity study, Which reported i negative relationship between

eXtent of minority enrollment and achievement, (COleman, et al., 1960.

Later reanalAis of these data concluded that, deSpite methodological.

weaknesses,' this basic' condlusion was accurate (Jencks, 1972a).-

Table 2-3 presents Ahchor Test Study'statistics for-the.fifth-

/grade sample and population, classified by schoo-170ercent minority in

grade-five.. It may be seen that an estimated 222 percent of fifth-graders .

attended schools dontainingno minority groUp pupils in grade-five,- and
1

an.additional 37..5-Percen&attended.schoOls with /ess than. 11 percent

minority.enrollment. .At-the other extreme,. an. dttimated 11.7.percent of'
_ _

fifth-graders attended,schoOlsTwithMinOritY nroI1mentá of-tiore than

75- berceni.* .0nry'28.6.percentattst4ed.Schools with mid-range.minOrity

enrollment (11775 percent).7,
,

:

The estimated mean.reading score-for pupils in schools with'no
.7.

-

grade-five minoriti pupils, 58.7, is about one-third standard deviation
O.

above the bverall population mean and is esSentially identical to the

'mean for pupils whoSeSchools fall into the.1710perceneminority.dategory

. (58.6). The mean scores for pupils in' schOols With morethan.la perdent-

minority enrollment are all.belbw the population mean, and decrease- as the

. percentage of:minority enrollment increases. . Pupils in sctiOols with

Iminority enrorlitents of more than'75 'percent have an\.estimated'mean. of
_

.e. .

37.3, More-than 4 full standareviation below the estimate for Pupils in

schools rT1;11(5 percent or less mihoritTenrollment. 2The proPortions of:

7 pupils scoring at or below the 50th and 25th percentiles are relativelyPlOw.

(40 percent and 15,perqent/respectivelx) forsschools with 10.:percent or

less minority-enrollments. As percentage of minority enrollment-increases

* More detailed analySis indicates that the:distri bution ii even more
skewpd than these'figuresindicate.- For e*ample,:aniestimated 85 percent:
of puOls who attendedjchools with minority PnrollmentS below'41 percent :

:were:enrolleein schools of.less than 6 perdent minority; and ah\estimated
r 6.2 tercent of pupils,attending schoo16-with oyer 75:percent minOrity
enrollment were actually in schools of aboVe 95-perdent Minority PnrOament.



Table 2- ....-Statistics for fifth-grade sample and population from the Anchor Test

,

Study by grade-five percentainorityf United States$ spring', 1972

, Statistic

'Number of pupils in sample

Nuhber'of schools in sample

Estimated number,of pupils "

,0 population (thousande)

Perbent of estimated .

nuriber Of pupils,

MAT Total Reading mean

MAT Total Reading standard

deviation

MAT.Total Reading .standard

error of mean

I I.

Percent of pupils

below the 50th'percentile

Standard err* below 50th ,

Perpent of pupils, 4

below the25th percentile

tTsiandird eirbr below 25th

Total

651399

845

4 009

100.0

53.6',

, 18.2

0.25

51,0

25.0

0.5

Grade-five percent minority.

e

11'735

121107 251223 1344

220 307 161 .1

891 ' 11501 792 o'
11,2

22,2 37.5

58.7 58.6 .

1

16.9 17.1

0.91 0.33

,

40.0' 40 0

1,1 0,8

14.p -- 15.0 .

; 0,7, 0,5

36-75 76-100

61127 8,788

70 '87

4p'

19.8 8.8 11.7

5117 45.5 37.3"

18.3 18.5 15.7 oe

0.50 0,76 0,73

,

56.0 59.0 85.0

1.2 1,7 , 1.4 .

i

A

28.0 42.0 61.0'



: .

above 10 percent, so_do the proportiOns Of pupils scoring'below the

50th and2.5th Percentiles. :In'Achoois where'minority pupils.com-r?
, (

prise more than three-quarters of the totil.fifth-grade enrollment,

-An estiMated'85 percent of'the student'body score below the 50th per-

centile and'61 percent score below the 25th percentile: The standard

-deviation of reading scoreS is relatively'low.fOr pupils in schools with'
r

small (less than 11,percent) orlarge (mOre'than 75 percent)* minority

enrollments, indicating that. pupils in theSe.schoolsten&to be relatively

---, more-homogeneous:in-reading achievement-than:pupils-in:schools with Mixed

enrollments.
. .

In sum, there,is a strong inVerse relationshiploetween reading:

aChieyemeni and the Percentage of minority-pupils enrolled in a.SchoOl:

pupils in schools with low-minority enrof1Ments tend to have relytivelY..-
,

high'average scores while pupils.in schools with high minority enrollments,:

tend tohave'much'lower averages.

While pievious research has fOund,that a high Concentration of

minority students.in a cldssroomAs associated with relatively low levels,pf
P,

academic achievement, an observation corrohorated by the,Ahchor Test study

data, it cannot be aSsumed that these tim variables are causally-related.

In fact, there is'some evidence to suggest that the relationship,between

racial concentration and academic.achievement may largely result (among

Other thingi) from the cOvariance of 1:ace with pupil socioeconomic status

(Wilson, 1967),. Several m'ajor siudies of school Oroductivity-have' . e

explicilay rejected the hyPothesis that_racial Concentration 1!callaes1
.

low achieyement. For example, Wilson (1967) concluded that:

"Givdn similar social-class compostions, the racial-balance of a-
School has slight bearing on,the academic performance of
_studens: ;(SoCial class and racial composition'are, of course,
closelY correlated.)" .(p. 202)

Coleman et'al. (1966) reached a similar conclusion:

"The higher achievement-of all racial and'ethniC groups in
schools with greater proportions of white students i largely,

perhaps wholly, related.to effects associated with the student'

-t4pdy's educational baCkground and aspirations. This.means that
the apparent beneficial effect of a student body with a high
.proportion of white studehts comes hot from racial,comriosition
Per se, but frOm, the beiter educational background and higher
educational aspirations that are, on.the average, found among
white students.". (p.'307)
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:The relationships among percent.minority enrollment, racial/ethnic

,group, and school socioeconothic level will.be explored:further in SectiOn

2..6. and inChapter-FoUr:.

,2.5 ' Socioeconomic Level.of School

The relationship between socioeconomic status (SES) and student

achievement hai been one of the most consistent and powerfUl findings of

the research on academic achievement, holding for a wide range of outdome

measurei and fOr many definitions of SES as noted,in recent reviews by

Bryant, et al. (1974) and Randhawa and Fu (1973).. Jrhis relationship has

also persisted for analyses of ozhe effeCts of SES conducted at.the School

level, the clasaroom lev,.1. and for individual pupils with much the same

k-esults.. For, examPle, piayeAe'elial.. (1970) report that'an aggregate SES
School variable created'by averaging the. iridividual SES of each stUdent

.accounted forapproximately the same proportion of the variance in achieve-
.

ment for sixth-grade pupils as individual reported. data.* What contrO-

versy regarding SES eXists in.the literatur does not cOncern the existence

of the relationshiP per se,' blit the best w ys in. which to capture the

effect of SES. .Many',. variables have been u ed to measure pupil SES

including family income, rent, parental education, occupation of house-

hoid head and the presence Of selected items in'the home, including

indicatort of income and.general and-special educational environments:

Stith items have been found to be highly intercorrelated and the results in

egpitnd.pdpil achievement have been reasonably invariant.'
.

Thsibasis for manY later studies of the relationshipbetToleen SES

.71d.' Achievement was the Equality of Educational Opportnity study, the %

So-called .11ColemanReport".(Coleman;.;etal., 1966) Coleman's:purpose in

conductingithis study was to investigate the relationship of certain

characteristics.tO the,achieVement and affective charadteristics of

'students of different races. The. Study of social class was

objective; Conseqtiently, little attention was directed explicitly to the

school

-

a,secondary

measurement of SES, as

results for'indiVIdual

mother's elducation ane

InsteadrColeman's apprOach_was to report

Variables thought to be indicators of SES, including'

the presence of varidus items (such.as,endyclopedias)

*fFurther xeSeerch hai confirmed thig type of aggregate measitreaS a valid
ettimateof schoollevel SES effect (Herriott and Hodgkins, 1973).
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;in7the home, Suahvariables were indlvidually foundto be atsociated with
.

0

achietrement. Later reanalyses of. the Coleman data, such as those performed

.

by Mayeske, et al.. (1970) and.Smifh (1972) treatedand-analyzed comPosite

measures of SES. assembled from'pupil-levelNariables in.Coleman's data

'base. ,These studieshage .found SES tO account for about 25 percent of the

r 'variance'in grade-six achidVement iMayeske, et al., 1970, pp. 16.-17).

lartUally-everY other majoi:.study of School,productivity has related
. ,

meapures of'SES to pupil. outcomes; .For exAmple, Project TALENT, using a

.
national sample of4000 twelfth-grade males; fOund SES iteMs.to account

for 28.percent of the variance in measures of general information

(Flanagan, 1964). As meaSUres of student output became more abstract, the

percentage of'variance.explained-decreased to a low ofSix percent.

The above resecirch-h0-been-bas'ed-en-plapiI-Ieve1-SES data, either
,

analyzed atthe pupil level or studied as a school-level factok created by

-aggregating data for individual pupils; The Anchor Test Study uses a_

somel4hat different measure termed school socioeconomic level (SEL), which

is based upon SChool Coordinators' estimatestf the aveiage income and wel-

'
fare/Status of the.-families served by each sathpled,school.fsee Section 1.3.4r,

' Research concerning relationships-between similar school-SES measukes and

pupil achievement have yielded:findings generally similar'to that for

pupil-level SES and foi pupil-level data aggregated to school level.

Merriott and St; John .(1966), for example, concluded.that "Achievement in

-reading dramatically differentiates pupils in sdhools ok different SES

levels" (p, 204)J. SimilarlY, Wilson (1959, 1963) Studied the intergction

of pupil,and school SES and. found th*.at each made an ,indepenclent contribut-
.

. ,

ion to'differences in academia achievement and aspirations..'Thas, it

appears that while schoollevel measures of average family'affluence:behaVe

generally' like pupil and aggregate.pupil-leVel SES'measUres, the tw&are.

-.not entirely-interchangeable.

e
.Table 2.4 presents Anchor Test Study. statistics for fifth-grade

.pupils repqrted for three,categori-es of school socioeconomic level (SEL).

Approxlmately one-quarter of the pupils in the population attended schools ,

classified is being.of low-SEL,.another quarter attended high-SEL sthools;

and the remaining.4alf attendedmiddlei-SEL.Schools. ,This distribution

reflects the method in,which.the sdhool SEL measute was tonstructed

(see Section 1.3.4).

'
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'Table 2-I.7-Statistics
for fifth-grade sample and population'from the

Anchor Test Study bY school rut United States, spring, 1972

Statistic

Total

Number of pupils in sample 65,399

,

Number of schools in sample 845

Estimated number of pupils

in population (thousands) 4,009

Percent of estimated

ntimber of pupils ' 100.0

'MAT Total Reading mean 53.6 .!

.MAT otal Reading standard .

devi tion
18.2

MAT T tal Reading standard

errorof mean
0;25

,

Percept of pupils

belowithe 50th percentile
51.0

Standard error below 50th 0,6

Percent of pupils

below the 25th percentile
25.0

Standard,erroi below 25th 0,5

School SEL

'High Middle

15,484

188

909

22,7

61.6

16.8 .

0.41

32.0

1.0

, 11.0 210 45.0

0.6 0.8 1.5

35,119 14 796

451 206

2,155 946

,

,.4.3,913 23 6

54.5 43.9

17.7 18.1

0.35 0.62

50.0 72.0

'0,8. 1.3

'.........
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There'are large differences in the mean reading scores across the

three levels of SEL. Pupils attending high-SEL sdhools haVe anestimated

iean (61.6) which is about one-half standard deviatiOn higher than the

estimate for pupils in middle-SEL schools (54.5).- The latter mean in

turn is"about one-half standard deviation above the estimated glean for

.pupils'in low-SEL schools (43.9).. Simil,arly, the proportions of.pupils in

highz-SEL schools who score'below the 50th and 25th percep*iles (3'2 and 11

percent, respectively) are much lower than thecomparable proPortions for.

:pupils fr.= low-SEL schools (72 and 45 percent, respectively). Finally,

the.stsndard 4eviations of MAT scores increase slightly as school SEL

decreases, indicating that pUpils attending high-SEL Schools are sodeWhat

mbre homogeneous interns of _reading achievement than pupils in low-SEL

schools.

In conclusion, there is a strong relationship between SchO91=SEL

and pupils'. average reading scores: the estimated mean for pupils in

hign-SEL schoolkiS about on&standaid deviation higher than that for

pupils inilow-SEL schools. In other words, pupils-attending -schools in

affluent areas tend to have a conpiderably higher average'leyel of reading
-

ach.ievement than pupils attending schoOls in relatively poor neighborhoods.

Becausethe Anchor Test Study data base lacks information abOutiAdividual

pupil SES, it will not be.possible'to determine the extent to whiCh these

findings reflect relationships betweAn achievement and pupil-level SES

characteristics (such as.familyincome, parental aspirations, etc:),

relationships between achievement and aggregate pupil SES characteristics

(such as peer aspirations-, group values related to achievement, etc.)

and/or relationships between achievement and community SES factors,.

schooi financial resources,.quality Of school facilities, teacher salary

and experience, etc.). Any or all. of these relationships may be
,

reflected in the-findings discussed above.

2:6 .
Interrelationships Among SChool characteristics .

. The followirig sections exal4rte the bivariate relationship's between
-

reading achievement'and eaCh.pair of the fouri,school Characteristics dis,

cussed above. Because the number of school locatidn-categoriesis

relatively Large,. we,have dollapsed the classification of school location

51
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into five categories (for bivariate analysis).. 'This results in larger-

cell sizes and more reliable estimates of 15-4Ulation characteristics in

these Cells.

2.6.1 School ContrOland Socioeconomic Level

Table 2-5 presents Anchor Test Study .Population'and reading

.achievement estimates for fifth-grade pupils cr. -s-Classified in terms

of school control and school cioeconomic level. Looking firit at the
,

estimated mean,achi ement test scores, it may be seen that the strong./

univariate relationships of both contr61 and SEL. with reading achievement

noted in P reviOus eections are again evident: the estimated nonpublic °

'school'mean is higher than:that for pUblic schools at all three SEL

levels, and the estimated SEL means fall in high-middlellow segilende for

both nonpubliCand public sector schools. As one goes from higher to
, .

J

lower-scoringcategories, the effects of these two variables appear to be .,
,

omewhit cumulative. Tffilt,11 the public-nonpubliC difference is'about twice, rr.

great among low-SEL than ong high-8EL schools (11 point41,as

mpared to live points), e high-low SEL difference is a good deal-mid%
larger for public than for nonpublic'schools (18 points, as compared to

11 points)%-,Put,another way, the statistical-dieadvantage of attending a

A.

public school is apparently greater if one lives a.low-SEL neighborhood

than_if one lives in a high-SEL area;" and 'the disadVantage Of living in a

low-SEL neighborhood is.statistically greater if:one attenOs &public

chOol than if one Attends a ncinpublic School.

The pobulation distribution estimates contained in Tab7e

indicate.that, while nonpublicschools tend to be somewhat higher in BEL.

than, public schools,.the public7nonpublic difference in SEL distribution

is not'great. An estimated 29.2 percent of.the fifth-grade pupils who

attend nonpublic, schools are in high-SEL schools, and the cOmparable
, .

estimate for public school,pupils is only a slightly lower 22:0 percent.

2.6.2 School'Control and Location.

Table 2-6 presents the estimated number.and perCent of fifth-

.grade pupils in the nation and their'estimated MAT Totil Reading means,

by school control'and location,. Looking,first at the means, it may be
P

seen that each variable has.the iamegeneral relrAtionship to-reading,
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'Table 24, Estimated misber and 'percent of 'pupils end (initiated ,KAT Total Reading mean, by ciintrol of school and by aocioa

econoaic le el of school: Grade 5,1Inited States, Spring 1972.

,

,

Sodoeconoiic level

, of school

Total_

Control of school

Public Nonpublic

.1

r;

3pupils

Numbert Percent

Total

Feeding

'wean

Grade 5 pupils

Wert Pe cent,

Total

'leading

teen

Grade 5 tupils

Number# Percent

Total

Feeding

Mean

Total

Nigh

Middle

Low ,

4,009 100.0° 53,6 3,623 100.0

909 22,7 , 61,6 196 22,0

2,155 53.7 54,5' 1,935 , 53.4

946 23.6 43.9 891

I

24,6

# !saluted nuabsr in thousandi

*Jtateäaedupansaap1e of less tlian 25 schools.,

- .4

52,8

61.0

53.8

43.3

386 100.0 61.4

.113 29.2 65.8

219 56,8 61,0

54* 14,0* 54,2*



Table 2-

(

,

,-- titillated Ober and percent of pupils and eetimated WAT Total Reading mean,. by'control.oi sC'hool and by loaatiovof

stbool; /Grade 5, United States, Spring 1972.

,

'Soho location

'Control of school

Total Public , Wonpublic

Grade 5 yuyili

Total

Audios

mean ,

Crada 3 pupils

Total ,

leading Grade 5 1011;

Totar

Reading

, moan '

tiumberS J Percen
r,erS Percent mean jumbarS Percent

t I

1,

Total. 4,009 100.0 53.6 3023 101,0 : 52 8 386 :

Large city:" over

200,000 660 '16.5 46.6 567 . 15.6 4.8 941 24.2*

Middle-sized city:

g ,
.

50,000-200,000 418 "10,4 ;ii, 55,9 . 374 10.3 55.2 44* 11,4* 4

Small city: under

50000
1 019 25.4 15.5 910 25,1 54.7 109 28.1

Suburb of city of

50,000!or more '8H 20.2 58,4 701 19.4 57.5 lld 28.4

' Aural iiia , 1,101 27.5 51,7 1,071 29.6 51.5 30* " 1,8*

I 1

57.2*

62,4*

62.2 ,4

64,5

58,0*

$ !Estimated umber, in thousands. .

* ktiate based, upon sample of. leas than 25, achooli,



achievement within the categories Of the other vatiable as for the natioh

as &whole. Thus', the estimated mean.for nonpublic school piapils is

sUbstantially higher than that for public school pupils in all lOtation

categories, and the,estimated meant for the five location categories' are

-in the dame rank grder.for nonpublic school; a.s.for public schools.'

Ohe'mea - that for latge citYpublic schools - is noticeably

"out of line" w th,the others, however. This mean,,44.8, is nearly seven.

.points below ,that for the.next lowest public school category. (rural

areas), a4la is\nearly 13 poir,below the'highest publiC school category
,

(uburbs) Among nonpublic schools, large cities also have the lowest -

meahr:but it is only 1.6 points below the next lowest category ang only .

7.3 points 4elow the highest.category. Thus, the relationshiP between

school lOcation and readingachievement iSàonsidetably ;es pronounced.

the,nonpublic than.in the public.eactor,and, AmOng public echoolsthe

majOr location finding is:thatschoolS ln ci4es,13f.over 200.,000

population stand out.from those in ail other location categories by'Virtue

of their pupils 4nusually iowaVerage level of achievement It may:

also be seeA thatbecause the large'city public school meam is so lOw,

thediffetence between public and nonpubliC schools is COnsidetablg

bigger in large cities (over 12 points) than-elseWhere, 'the.difference

being about seven points in 4ach'of the remainin4 four:location Categóries .

the population distribution data in Table 2.-6 indicate that public.'
4

and nOnpublic schools are not ditributed,similarlY acrossthe'five

location categories. In'odmparison to public-schools4.nonpublic schOols\

are proportionately pverreptesented 'xi larger dities And suburbs and are

underrePresented,in tural areas.

'Given the consistentlY higher level of:achievement of nonpublic'

than public sChool puP4s, this, finding raises the,possibility

:that, to some extent, the overall location means maY simply teflect the Alp

. 4
'varying Aegrees to which nonpUblic schoOls.are represented' in.the variouS

locations. Table 2-7 presents the resUlts of the weans adjuStment

.$tocedure described in.section 1.5, in this case*designed td eliminate

the effect of differential teRusentation of public and.nonpublic schools

..across the fiVe locationi. Because the number of pupils who-attend

nonpublic schools ii relatiVely small in all locatiO41categoriesf,' the

34
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Table0.2-7.7-EstimatedlAT Total, Reading mean and-estimated:MT Total Reading mun'adjusted

Joe control4of schooll,by, school
docatiânt Orade 51 Untted States, spFing, 1972'

Scbool lOation

1'

0 Large city:

Statistic ,over

200,00

(4)

01

Raw itan
;

4
4

Adjuifetmean
0

Difference

ma.....

r

50,000 to

20G,000

Small city: $uburb of

under city of

150,000 .50,000

or iore

46.6

46.0

,0..6,

' 5519

,55.9

0.0

1 ,

I

55.4

011

584

.
-- 58:2

-,0.2

',.

WIENWIROMMEN.*

wwwomprimm

Rural area

51.71

52.2

+0.5

a
L

'

0

0.,00.9011.00101M0.



adjuited, location means ire nbt greatlydifferent from theimadjusted ones::

it may be seen,thatthe overall iunadjusted):meanfor large city chools,

alreadi the lowestOf the five locations, would have been efren. ltmer

11.6 pointsj'were.,it mot for the overrepresentation of nonpublic: schools in
,

large cities. Conversely, 'the rural:Area mean-would -rise (by 0.5 points)

bo within one point.of the national average if that loCation.had itsk!'fair
e '

.

,share" of'nonpublic Sthools.

In sum, pupils enrolled in ,tonpublic schools hav'e considerably
.

hi4her estima!edaverage reading achievement test stores than public-.
,

school pupils-in all location categories, and thesmajor Ppcallionpfinding:r

that pupils atiending 1arg ati schools have- considereably lower eStimated

inean MAT Total Reading scores than pupils at any Rtfier location - is
3.

primarily a\public school phenomenon'. The relatively Eioor performance of..,

large city public school puPils is a subject that will 'be explored further ;

as other cross-tabulations are presented.
.

2.6.3 'School tOcation and Socioeconomic.Level .,.
, .

The joint relationship of schoollocation and ocioeconomth level

.- (SEL)'.to fifthtgrade reading ievement.is.deSoribed in Table 2.78 It ,. .

t

may: be'Seen that-the.strong,relationship 'between. school SEL and average

pupil reading achieVement noted-earlier is apParent within All. location
_

categories,. The reverse ib.not time, however., Within each orthe three

,QSEL catego4riesi'1inra3-dreas, suburb's, and small and middle-sized cities
.. . .,

call-have approXimately the same estimated average levebNaf reading athieve-
.- :

:menif(i.e., the-Means are all- within, three points-Of one another):. AkgAin-,.

thodgh, things are .somewhat:diffsFent.for large city schooli.-The

).e

stimated. mean for fagh-SEL.large city SohOols (60:6).1s'comParable to.....

those for oiherhigh-SEVschbols,. that *Or middle-SEL large cityschoOls.

(49.9).- is 4.4 points below the means for other middleSEL'schools, nd .:
.

:the low-SEL large city mgarw(38 1) 8-10:points belo* those for: er
.

low-SEL schools.

Table 2-8 alsizj1catès .thai high, middlei and low-SEL dols
.

are not-evenly distributed'aprosa:thelfive location categories.. Thus,::

nearly half of snbUrban fifth-graders:(48.6 percent) atterid SchOol:a

classified as high-SEL,.as comPared to Only 14.2 percent of':large city,

pupils_and to an even lower 8:2 pertent of rural area pupils.. Conversely,'

only4.6 percent.of suburhat students attend lOw7SEL'schOolS, as Compared
. ,
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Table 2.8,-- Eatimated number and percentiof pupils
and estimated MAT Total Reading Mean, by socioeconomic level of school and by

location of school:- Grade 5, United States, Spring 1972.

School loostion

Totil

Large city) over.

200,000

Middle-sized city:

0,000:20D;000

Small city: under

56,000

Siburb of city of .

a50,000 or more

Rural,

area'

Socioeconomic level of school

Total Hih

Grade 5 u ila

umber* Percent

Total:5,

Reading Grade 5 u Is

'maan. Numbert Percent

Middle

Total

Reading

mean

Grade 5 u ils

Numbet4 Percent

Total'

vading

mean

4 009 "100.0 5111 909 22.7 61.6 2 155 53.8 514.5

660 100,0 46.6 94* ; 14.2* 60,6* 308 46.7 49.9

418 1000, 55,9 119*. 28,5*. 61,9* '239 57.2 55.4

,

'1,019 100.0 55,5 211. 20,7 61.7 , 584 57,3 56.8

811 100.0' 58.4 394 48,6 62.3 380 46.9 55.5

1 101 100,0 51,7 80* . .8.2* 59.0* , 643, 58,4 53.9

'0

Total

Grade 5 u Reading

Number* Percent mean

43.9

38.1

46.0*

46.2

47.1*

946 23,6

257 38.9

60* 14.4*

224 22.0

37* 4.6*

168 33,4 46,0

4 'Estimated numbei in thousands..

* Estimate based'upon sample
of less than 25 schools.

,



to 38.9 perdent.of large city pupils and 33:4:percent of rural area

pupils. Middle-sized andSmall pities have intermediate SEL distributions,

,.roughli approximating atidnal aVerage.

These findingi suggest that the,o0erall differences among location

categories discussed earlier (see Section 2-2) may largely reflect

locational differences in.SEL. Table 2-9 presents overall location means

statistically adjusted to eliminate the influence of Iocational differences

in SEL.distributuion. It may 'be. seen that most but not all of the originally

noted variation:among locations in average reading achievement is elimin-

ated by this.procedure and'is thus attributable.to SEL.

It is noteworthy, however, that the estimated mean for large city'

schools is still 3-6 pdints:lower than the means for other locations

even when SEL is taken into account. This reflects the finding, noted

earlier, that pupils attending low (and, to a lesser extent, middle)

SEL large city schools have considerablii lower'average reading 'scoreS
.

...:

than their SEL Counterparts'atall other-locations.
.

,

In the previous section, it was noted that the unusually low
,

\

average reading scores of pupilS attending school,in cities' df-over
,

. .

200,000 Population is'primarilva- public school phenomenon:. Now we can

go dne steP further'and.suggest that it is largply-a low and middle,

SEL publ\c school phenomenon.

2 6.4 School Location and Grade-F.ive Percent Minority

. The strong relationship between grade-five percent minoritY and
, r

reading achievement is basically the.same within as across school.

locations, :liable 2-10 shcOws that,Afor all lopaiiOns, schoors with

'minority enrollment under 11 Percent have the highest scores, and average

MAT scores prOgressively decline as minority enrollmehtpercentage

j.ncreases. Within percent minority classifications, however, locational

differences-are lessi pronounced than they are overall-. 'Overall, the

maxiMum difference among lOcation means is about 12 points, whereas it

is eix points or less within all percent minority classifications.

The,pattern of differences, among locations is different.in this

table than in the cross-tabulations ,described earlier. PreviouPi.ji

large cities stood out,from other locations as _having unusually low
8

average achievement scores. Table 2-10 indicates that, when school

38
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-----------441e..2-9.-4stimated
MAT Total Reading mean

and estimated MAT Total Reading mean adjusted ,

fot school 4E, by school location;
Grade.5, United States, spring, 1972 ,

Statistic

4

School location

Large city:

over

200,000

MiddlesIzed

'city:

50,000 to

200,000

Small city;

'under

50,000

Suburb of

city of

50,000

or more

Rural area

Raw men 46.1 5519 55.5 58,4 51.7

Adjusted mean 49.6 54.7 54 , 55,2 53,2

Difference
+3.0 +2.8 -0.1

/

-3.2 +2.8



Table 2-10.,--'101.ated number'and per* oflupilaland estimated MAT total Readisg swan, by,Grade 3 percent minority 0 school and by loctiion of

,schbill' Grade 5, Vniied,States, Spring,1972.

Schoil

location

Grade 5 percent mindrity of school

imeaFam....,.Ammo

Total

Claris city;

, over

200,000

.Riddleraisid

iity:

50,000 -

200,000

SMall city;

under

'50,000,

' Suburb of ,

, city of

3'0,000

or more

Rural

anti

Total 0 1-10 11-15

Total, ,

bride 5,puoils Reading Grade 5,pusill

Rumber!JPercent win NumberOPercent

4,009

660"

,

418

1,01i

811'

001

Total

Wing

man'

Grade 5' u

Hulbert Percent

100.0

100;0

53.6

46.6

891

46*

22.2

.7.0*

58.7

58.7*

a

100.0 55.9 , 50* 12.0* 19.6

100,0 55.5 252 24.7 60.9

100.0 . 58.4 190 ') 2.3!4 61.6

,

004. 11.7 353 12,1 55..3

Total

Reading kib,..1 5 Ajili

mean Number* Percent

1,515 37.8 58.6 792

;32 20.0

Total

Peadin

IWO

36-75 76-100

:Total

Grade 5 u iii Reading Grade 5 u ils

Number#1i mean lumbir0

9.8 51.7 354 1.8 45.5 '458 11.4 36.8

125*
t

18.90 51.5* 84* 12.7* 49.310 274 ,41.5 36,4

1

t

166 39.7 6018 :138 33.0 54.6 3 * 8.8* 45.1* 27* 6.5* 40.6*

375 36.8 59.3 224 22.0 5.0 102* , 10.0i 43.9*, 66* 6.5* 38.4*

454 46.0 60.7 96k 11.8* 50.7* 48* .5.9* 47.7* 24* 3.0* 39.70

I I,

388 35.2 54.8 209 19.0 48.9 83* 7.5* 9.4* 68* 6.2* '34.6*

4 estioitod, lumber thouando.'
A

stiiite booed upon oomph of loci than 25 Scholl.
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cant minority enrollment (for grade-five) is taken into account,

e.city schools'do not.have unUsualliy low achievement,scores,. -In-all

but one of the percent minority categOries, the estimated mean_for large

city.schools is essentially identical to the estimated overall mean for,

.All schools in the category. 'The4only category where this is not the

Case ie that of-Sdhools:with 36-75 percent minority. There,.tIle

estiMated Mean for large citY schools (although of questionable reility

be-Cause of the smell'number'of schoole represented in.the Anchor Test

Study sample).is-actually higher than the eetimated mean for anyother

I.OcatiOn/.. A is int(,resting to hote that,.for each of the percent

:MLinority, claseifications, schools located in rural areas have lower

estimated MAT means than schools in any other location.

These:findings-suggest that previously'noted -overall achievement

differenCes amo4g locatiolis May, tO a considerable extent,reflect.

*locitional differences in percent minority. The_population distribUtuion'

data-presented in Table 2710-indicate that there axe indeed pronounCed

lifferences.among locations in Tepresentatipn of echools with different

'percent minoritY enrollments: The mast dramatic'Airkference is that, between-
,

:large.ciiies.and all other.categories in representation,off'schools with.

very high concentrations of minority group pupils. An estimated 41.5

'percent of large city pupils attend schools with Over-75.percent minority

enrollment... This compares tO estimatesof i.0 - 6.5 percent for all other

locations,

Overall location means statistically adjusted to eliminate the

effecte of locational differences in SchCol iercent minority distribUtion

are prbeented in. Table;2-11.' As suggested abOve, the previously noted

deficit of large city schools in comparison to other location categories

is largely "attributable" to the proportionate overrepresentation in

large cities of schools with high concentrations of minority group pupils:

the adjusted estimate of average reading achievement for large city pupils

(53.3) is esseritially identical to the average for the nation as,a

whole (53.6).

In sum, a,atiOng negative relationship between average

achievement and school percent minority enrollment is observed

all location categoriess. To,a considerable extent, this relationship
1

_

reading

acrose

4

3

6 3
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Table 2-11.--Estimated MAT Total Reading mean ind estimitedAAT Total Reading mean adjurAd

for grade-five percent minority, b'y school location; Grade 5.1 United States,

spring, 1972-

School location

rir=71,onrwrr....rairrormrorrrms

Statistic

Middle-sized Suburb of

Large city: city: - Small city: city

over 50,000 to under 50,000 Rural area

20,000 200,000 50,000 or more

Raw mean(

1.)

Adjusted lean

69
Diffeience

46.6 55 9'
.st

'

55,5 58.4 51,7

53 3 . 55.6 54,7 55,4 50,3

+6,7 -0,3 I -0,8 -3.0 -1.4



Oadeounts for previdusly noted Ideational differences in acbievement.

s is not to say that overall locational differences it achievement

race poi "real,," but rather that they are'largely attrizutable to the

Anfluenee of variables other than location,'per'sa.

School-Control and Grade-FiVe Percent Minorl

"-Table 2-12 presents Anchor Test Study population and reading

achievement estimates'for fifth-grade pupils cross-classified by School

control and grade-five percent minority enrollment.- 4s can bec seen

l'from this table, nonpublic-sthools'have higher estimated MAT Total

Reading scala means than public 'schools across all levels of percent

'minority. However, the magnitude of the difference between public and,

_nonpublic)schools,is directly related to the degree of concentration of

minOrity group pupils: the difference for schools with minority

,

enrollments of over 35 percent (about 15 raw Score points) is three times

as great as the difference for schools with minoritli enrollments of 0-35

,percent (about 5 raw score points).

It May. also be:seen from Table 2-12 that there is a negative

'-relationship between percent minority and reading achievement for non7-

f:,public as well as public'sChools. HoWever, this reAationship.is.not

nearly, as strong in the nonpublic as in'the public sector. 'Meng nonp lic

..schools, those with percent minority'enrollments.ranging from zero.to,5

-:percent do not differ significantly'from one anoi:lerinestimated-average

achievement, Thedrop-Joff doe's, nOt ocCur until percent minority enrollment'

exceede:75.perCent. Even in the 76-100 percent category, however, the

estimated nonpublic school mean.(50.S) is only three raw-score points

below the national average.

By contrast, the estimated MAT Total Reading mean_for pupils who

attend public schools with 76-100 percent minority enrollment (35.9) is

extremely loig, about 18 raw score points below the natienal average.

Translated drlo percentages, an estimated 87 percent of fifth-grade

pupils who attend public Schools where the minority enrollment ir abOve

15 percent obtainMAT Total Reading scores below the national average and

an estimated 65 Percent of the pupils obtain scores below the 25th percentile.

As was the case for the relationship between sehool controlani

'socioeconomic level, it appears that.the statistical effects of school

43
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Table 2-12, -- Estimated'number'and percint of pupils and estimateditAT Total Beading mean, 4 antral of school aid by Grade 5 .0

percent minority of school: grade 5, United States, Spring 1972. .

Grade-five percent

minority of school

Control ci school

Total Public

Grade 5 pupils

Total

Reading

mean

II

Grade 5 pupils

'Total

Reading

meanNumbert Percent Humbert Percent

Trtal 4,009 100.0 53,6 3,623 100,0 52.8

0 891 22,2 58.7 709 19.6 -.. 57,7

1-10 1,514 37.8, 58.6 1,385 38.2 58.2

11-.35 792 19.8 51.7 761 21,0 51.4

36-75 354 8,8 45.5 340 9.4 44.9

16.10 458 11.4 36.8 427 11,8 35.9

,ptimated nurher In thousands,

* Estimate based ypon sample of less than 25 ichools.

Nonp6lic

Total

'Grade'5 pupils Reading

Numbert I Percent mean

386 ,100,0 61.4

182 41,2 62.8

129 33,4 62.8

'31* 8,0* 58.3*

14* 3.6* 60,3*

30* 1l..38*



Vcontrol and percent minority are adAitive. On the average, 1Pupils who

Vattend public schools have lower reading achieve5entscores than pupils

o attend nonpublic schools,-pupils who 4ttend Schools serving predominantlir

,sainority grouEf.students have.lower scores than pu ils who attend schools

th low minority enrollment, and pupils who atten chools which are' both
4

lAc and high in minority enrollment score lowest of 2i.i.

Turning now to the population-distribution findings, Table 2-12

'indica 1 that there li a substantial difference in the racial/ethnic

Compositions oflpublic and nonpublic schools. It may be seen that nearly

half of the fifth-graders in nonpublic schoOls (472 percent) attend

SchOols containing no minority group students in the fifth-grade. By
1

contrast, only onefifth (19.6 percent) of public sector pupils attend

such schools. At the other end of the spedtrum, the figures are reversed:

42.2 percent --rz Tzblic sector.p Upils attend schools with minority-oudUp

enrollments of ovier ten perCZnt, as compared .to only 19.4 percent of

pupils in the no public sector. TheSe distributional differences not-.-
withstanding, st tistical adjuStment of the estimated overall public .an

nonpublic secto means to eliminate the influence of dif- ferential

minority group enrollment produces only small changes -- the estimated

schoo mean increases from 52.8 (unadjusted) to 53.0 (adjusted)

while the e timated.nonpublic school mean decreases from 61.4 (unadjusted)

,to 60.3 (ad usted). The effect is to reduce the overull difference
,

:.bretween public and nonpublic schools, but not greatly (see Table 2-13).

2.6.6 School Socioeconomic Level and Grade-Five PercentMinority

The findings presented thus far indicate .school socioeconomic

level and percent minority'are similar'in their ialationships to reading

Achievement and'to other School-level variables. The population distrib-
.

,:-ution data .presented,in Table 2-14 indicate, as one might anticipate, that
...--

thege two variables'are also strongly related to one another.. Schools

Which are high in SEL ,:end to be low in minOrity enrollmen and conversely

-schools which are high in minority enrollment (i.e., above 75 Percent)

tend tO bevloW in SEL. Tn the high-SEL category; an estimated 83:2

7per-eent of the pupils attend Schools with minority enrollments of under 11

percenti and only 2.6 percent-of the pupils are estimated to attend.schools

with minOrity enrollments'of more than 35 percent. In the.low-SEL category,
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Table 2-13.--Estimated MAT Total Reading mean'and estimated MAT Total Reading

mean adjusted for grade-five percent minority; by school contrOl:

Grade 5, United States, spring, 1972

Statistic

School control

Pt8)lic Nonpubl c

Raw mean 52.8 61.4

Adjusted mean' 53.0 60.3

Di.fference 0.2 -1 1

alm=111



Table 2.14r- Estimated number and percent.of pupils and estitated MAT Totarleading mean, by socioeconomic level ofichool end by

:Grade 5 percent minority Of school: Grade 5, United States, Spring 1972

Gradei percent

minority Of school

Total

1-10,

11-35

36-75

76-100

Total

Socioeconomic level of school

High Middle

Grade 5 pupils

Total

Audios

mean

Grade 5 pupils

Total

Reeding

mean

Grade 5 pupils

Total

Reading

meanNumbertl Percent NumberS Percent Number#1 Percent

4,009 100.0 53.6 909 22.7 61.6 2,155 53.8 54.5

891 100.0, 58.7 221 24.8 63.1 543 60.9 57.9

1,514 100.0 58.6 535 35,3 62.3 822 50 57.6

792 l000b 51.7 129 -16.3 57.0 499 63.0 51.5

354 100.0 45.5 24* 6.8* 58,1* 167 47.2 46.6

458 100.0 36.8
Mt

** 124* 27.1 41.2*

Grade 5 pupils

Huibert I Percent

Total

Reeding

Inn

946 13,6 43.9

127 14,3 54.7

151 10.4 50.9

. 164 20.7 48 1

164 146.3 42,6

334 72.9 35.2

Estitated number in thOtsands.

* Estitate based upon.sample.oi less than 25 schools.

**'Sample, cOntains no pupi1s4n this category,

9
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the comparable:estimates are 30.0 and 52.6 percent/ resPectively.

also noteworthy that.the Anchor Test study sample of 845 schools.- care-

fully'selected to-ensure aaequate representation at' ailTldvels of SEL and

percent,minoritk - does.nOt contain a single school which is both high inl,

SEL and high a66Ve 75 percent) in iii-nority enrollment. No-ddubt

such schools exist, but we are unable to make any estimate of their-

pupils' average levelof reading achievement.

Turning to the reaaing achievement data contained_in Table 2-14, ,
_

it may be seen that.for:all percent minority categories the estimated..

means ;gall in Elle usual high-middle-low SEL sequence.. Within SEL categoiies,
0

the usual tendency for increases in percent kinority to be-c-associated with

decreaSes in average reading achievement is also apparehi. However, this

relationship is not nearly, as strong for high-SEL schools as for schools

in the middle and loWSEL categories.

Table 2715 jaresents the results of statistical adjustment of,

percent minority means for the.effect of the covariance between percer.t

minority and SEL. Since the Anchor Test Study sample-contained no high
0

.SEL schools in the 76-100 percent minority category, it was necessary.for

purposes.of,this adjustient to collapse the two highest,perceat minority T
0

categories.- It may be seen that the highest resulting category of percent

minority (36-100 percent) benefits considerably from this'adjustment (the-

.adjx/sted mean being 5.3 raw score points.higher than thequnadjusted

mean) ' but that the three remaining'categories are essentially'unchanged by.
e Nk

the adjustment. This suggests that some-of the overall'(unadjusted)

,variation eing achievement among school's with different percentages'
'

of minority enrollment is attribUtable to the c.. iince between-percent

'..mifiority and SEL, but that schools with varying percentages of minority.

.
enrollment continue to differ from one another fn 'average reading achieve-

ment-even when SEL is controlled. This -finding is.in apparent conflidt-;

with-earlier studies cited in Section 2.4 which have-reported that'thel

statistical association between school.racial/ethnic composition and

academic achievement essentially disappears when social class is held

'constant. It should be noted, however, that the present findings are not

entirely comparable to those reported earlier,,by virtue of the fact that

the present school-:level measure of SEL is not comparable to previously
, .

studied pupil-level measures of socioeconomic status. It is entirely

=.1
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Table 2-15'=-Estimated'MAT Total Reading mean and estimdtedy4AT lotal.Reading mean 's

adjuited,for socioeconomic level of school, by gradefive percent minority:

Grade 5, United,states, spring, 1972
,

,

.!ralmimmOLPINer .olormie

Stat1Stic
'

Rawmein

Grade-five percent minorIty

1-10 105. 36-100

58.7 '58,6
5J1,7

6 4

6

57,1 52.0 45t9
s

1 ,

Adjusted mean 584

6ifference / -0.3



possible that, if a pupil-level index of socioeconomic status had been

obtained in the Anchor Test study, we too would have found this variable

capable of accounting foi the association between percent minority ind

reading achievement:

2.7 Summary of School-Levef Findingt

In this chapter, individual and joint relation.inips between four

school characteristics (iodation, control, socioeconomAc level, and,grade-

five percent minority) and pupil reading achievement eere examined. 'For

each of ihese characteristics, the overall (univar: te) tesults were

generally consistent With/TreViouS-research findings. Ali four.variables
, /

. q

were'found strongly assOciated with average Pupil reading'achi4vement as

estimated from the AnChor Test Study,data base,i .The majOr univa..late

findings were as follows

Location of school: Pupils attending suburban schools had the
highest averageMAT score (58.4), followed by pupils attending
schools in middle-sized and small citiei (both about 56)1
schools in rural areas (51.7) and, finally, pupils attending
schools -1 large cities (46.6).

,o Cortrol of school: The estimated MAT mean for pupils attend-
ing nonpublic schools (61.4) was 'substantially higher than'
that for public schopi pupils,(52.8).

SoCioeconamic level:. 1Jupils attendisg high-SEL schools illa

a substantially higher eltimated MAT mean (61.6), thah pup'is

attending middle-0.f, schools (54i )-who, inturni hah a

substantially hl /7,- estiimated mi n.than pup'is enrolled in
--c /

low-SEL schools 4:).9). ii /
1

Gtade-five per nt'minoreitty: A trong inver e rela ionsh/ip

was observed b tween', perce t minority e oilmen of a
;° th

school 4Jud the estimated average'level of-reading achievemerit,

the estimate for schools in the 0-10 percent range being

,highest (58.6), followed by schools with 11-35'percent
minority (51.7), sC'ools with 36-75 percent minority (45:5), %

and schools with ae 75 percent minority,(36.8).
,

The four school-level va ables were also found to be,highly

related to'one another, schools i the high-scaring category of one

variable (e.g..,'high-SEL, nonpublia,suburban, or loW-percent.minority)

alSo tending ta fail in the high-scoring categoriesof other variablea.

Thistendency for, schools to '..ye multiply advantaged - or multiply dis- 7

] -

advantaged - meant thatlto some extent, the overall association between
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any oneAmriable and reading achievement could. be viewed as an indirect

z.eflection of other variables' relationships to reading.achieve-
.

-For one Oxiable, school location', almost all of the originally

noted.variation among categories in allerage reading achieveMent was found

.:to be attributable to:other schOol characteristics. Wh.m.locational

differences in SEL distribution were statistically controlled, achieliement

differences between suburbs, rural areasi and Smgll and middle-Sized

oitieswere found to disappear. The'notably poor average.performance of

:pupils in the remaining loaation category,.large cities,.was not totally

al.ttributablk: to SEt, but was attribUtable to the f xTrig that average,

reae.ing achievement for schools with'high minorit 'enroilMents is

extremely law.(at all locations) and that such sc tend to be cOncen-
.

trated in large cities; ,The_proportionate overrepresentation of such

_schOole In la.ge ,cities was found sufficient to account for the overall

:.difference between large cities and Other location Categoriesin average:,

,pupil reading achievement, These findings lead tO.d Conclusion elect
. .

echool lOcatiOn, per-se, is not an'important determinant of reading",achieve-)

ment at the fifth-gkade level. Ttat is, when their schoole' SEt and.percent

minOrity characteristics are taken into account, large city echool.systems

411%.

do ri8tappear to belanY more or less effective than tlose in.subUr8s,
-

sMaIlOities, or othpi io ations in.t achin4 baeic ding skll

ple t ree rema/Lyng school,-le el variables nirol, kOecon mic

and rejrcent m1ryrity, were foux to
1

interac with 'one ano heri

neir relati nships t reading achiev ent, and th general fo

.interaction etween ay two-way comhtionof thee variables

the '*ame. Within the high-scoring category of anY one variable, other.

variables' relationshipeto reading aChievement wete much less pronounced

than for the middle or lowscoring categories of the.Variable. This was-
.

most olearly the.case for school socioeconomic level. In all Categories
. . f

of all other.variables, pupile attending high8EL schoolS estiMated

:MAT means well above the national.average In -.,*.her words, sChools

rerving:predominantly
)

high-income Populations tend to be,well.above

of' the

as alwye

average in:reading achievement, pretWmuch irrespective of'whatever other

characteristics they'might h ve - public vs...nonpublic, suburban locati3n

r.,
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:Vs.,litge city or rural locati.on4 etc. Yor low-sEL schools,howeVex,

other.characteristics mattered a 'great deal. 'Theestimated MAT means to

low-SEL schoOls varie4 Over a 207point ranged. from'an Above-average 54.7

,to a substr:ntially below-pavel-age 35.2.

In sum, the findings presented n this chapter indicate that average

pupil reading aáhievement Varies:Substantially and systematically:as a func-
----,

tion.of three of the four major school characteristics examined--socipecOnothic

.level, percent minority, and control (in roughly that circler of iMportance) .
,

fourth.variable,'schoo1 location, does'not appear to havAanY significant

independent relationship to reading achievemént'. The findings also

indidate thatthe effects of'theSethree major variableA,tend to be

cumulative. 'Although not directly aivarent from the tables prt.sented in

ch4pter Two, one might Anticipate that the higheSt estimated-AT mean

would be obtained for pupils who:attend high-SEL nonpublic schools

containing no minoritr grOupTupils and that the lowest estimated mean

would be for pupils attending.lovi-SEL public schools with minority-.

.-nrollments ce OVer 75 percent.' This indeedthe case, the estimated

meangibeing 68.8 and 34.8, respectively.

lAs SuggeSted earlier, it is far easier tr deicribellow schools
Au

diifer leaverage reading achievrent than to' explain w these differendm,3

exift. or to 4prmitle what, ii anything, can oeshould e donle to attempt
, d I

to aisz the Adh AMent leveVofl rrently' Ow-soori schools These

lj is4ez wij s4piore further 'in 1 ;ter 'sec Onq -of t1s repor .



3.0 PUPIL CIL MSTICS AND READING ACHIEVEMENT

3.1 Introv,',4

Chapv.sx desCribed relationships-between school characteristics

and reading aChievement. The present chapter wili'examine

.univariate relationships between.fifth7grade reading ichievement and

eadh of four pupil-level characteristics: remedial redding.diagnosis,

:primary:/anguz racial/ethnic group, amdreported IQ. Chapter 4,

!focusing prima..ily on the racial/ethnic group variable, !ill then continue

the analysia by describing seleCted interrelationships among thes pupil

charaCteristics, as well as relationships between school and pupil

..Oharacteristica.
A

'3.2 Remedial Reading Diagnosis

.7

Remedial reading.diagnosis is a dichotomous variable reflecting

the teacher's report of whether or not a given pupil has been officially

diagnosed es needing reociedial reading instructOn. Table 3-1 contains

statistics from the Anchor Test Study classiff..ed by ,remedial reading

diagnosis. 'It may be seen that an estimated nine percent of all fifth-

grade pupils were known by their teachers to have been diagnosed as

requiring remedial' eading instruction. The estimated average'MAT Total

Reading sco e of puil oAagnosed is mor

belolthat t pupils riot ,considered to r

AO. Since) tandardized t sts

determit if pupils require

(35.3 vs. 56

i.kely used

ens is not surprising.

The standard deViation of the MAT Total

than a lullstandarl deviation

re remedial instruCtio

f reading Skills were ifrry

remiediailon, the diffeienc, in

Reading_scores of pupils

diagnoSed as requiring emcdial instruction is smellier thaa the population

standard deviation (12. vn. 18.2). While the raA for puPils requiOng
4

.

remedial 4nstr'acti0n isl significantly lower .then the mean score of.

rlot so..diag,:sed., the size' of the standard deviations'indice-es that the

two groups distributiO'ns do Overlap. That is, some *Npils diagnosed as

requiring remedial, reading instruction.have iNher MAT scores than some

individual Pupils not considered to requi,e it. Inspection of the

percentile data in Table 3-1 provides additional information. Over 90

percent-of puPils who we." iiagnosed as needing' remedial reading score
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Table 3-1.--StatiAtics for fifth-grade sample and population 'from the Anchor Test Study

fr remedial reading divinosist United States, spring, 1972

m

Sta,,istic

Number of pupils in sample

Number of,schools in sample

Estimated number of pupils

in populationjin thousands)

Percent of eftimated number

6 , 'ot pupils'

AAT'Nal Reading Bean

a4 Reading studard'

OVA4

Reading standard

of i1rIT, [

4,

Per en Ofpupik

be /the 500. rcenille:

'Ste dard error elow Otk
0(

Percent oi pupils

below th 25th percentile

Standard error below 25th

Remedial reading diagnosis

Diagnosed

Total
Need

No diagnosed Not

need reported

,399 5,803 55,377 4,219

845 625 340 517

4,009 367 3 390 252

100 9,2 84.6 64

53.6 35.3 56.4 43.4

18.2 12:5 17.5 17,9

0 25 j 0.39 0.26 0.7

5,0 92;0 45.0 72.0

0..6 0.6 1.7

25.0 .65.0 .
19.0 46.0

0.5 1.3 0.5 2.0



below the 50th percentile, and 65 percent Score below1Xe 25th percentile.

'While these statistics indicate that those pupils d agnosed as being in need

of reading services score quite low on the average, it is .surprising that

eight percent of these pupils score above the population median while 19 percent

of thownot diagnosed as needing speci .1 help score below the.25th percentile.

Some of this overlap may be attributed to misclassification of pupils,

measurement error the MAT, diagnosed needs in aspects of reading not

measured by the.MAT, ot imi_roved rea...ing achievement by some diagn...)sed. pupils

as a result of services received. . On the,other hand, the possibility also

exists that some segments of the population are being systematic4lly diagnosed

as requiring temedial !Teading either more or less frequently than a Criterion

such as "lowest varter of the national norms" would justify. Jencks (1972b) has

suggested that one explanation for observed inequality in academic performance

is:that compensatory.services are inequitably distributed throughout the popula-

tion of school children,-that compenory services are not always provided to

i.:-.ose,puoils with the greatest "need". This issue will be explored, further

n later sectiOns of this report.

3.3 Primary Language

Literature assessing the relationship between primary alanguage nd

1 .readingaohieementqs sparse. Howeveir, the available data demonstr e the .

; 1

f

Ocind of relat'onship we might expect. For,example, d t anaiyzed.by tebbins,

.et al. (1976) as part cf th national, evalUation of P oject itollOw Th ough
(- _.. .

showed at.'"abeLit-S4.v:e peircent of third-grade pupilSiin 'the study didinot
1 .7.'

':geak Eng1ish as a firstclangaage. ThL MATiTotal 14 ding meaii score Ifor

. i

- these pupils was about one-half standard deviation below the mean of pupils

speaking English as a first:language.

Table 3-2 contains selected statistics from fifth-kgrade pupils in

the Anchor Test Study. On the basis of teacher reports, pupils were

.dlaSsifi.ed as havihg English as a primary language, not having English as

-.a primary language but not being handicaPpedby this f'act, ot not"having
. I

.

. tnglise, as a primary language and having a learning handicap.in reading
b

and other subjects as a result. The great majoritY of Pupils in the
,

population (an estimated95.8 percent) speak English as a first language.

About two percent are estimated to fall in each of the other two

'categories'.



Table 3-2.--Stat1st1cs
for fifthirade sample and population from the Anchorlest Study

,

by primary languages 'United States, spring, 1972

Statistic

Number of pupils in sample

Number of schools in saiple

Estimated number of pupils in

population (in thousands)

Percent of estimated number

of pupils

MAT Total Reading mean

MAT Total Reading standard

'deviatinn

MAT Total. Reading standard

error of mean

,Percent olpupils

below the Oth percentile

Standarld Tor beliow 50,h!

Percent of pupils

below the 25th percentile

Standard error below 25th'

. Primary language

total

:

Englisn

Not English,

nOt a h dicap

w01.1.11.. Amml010.11.1.11101=

65,399 621600 724

845 844 134

41009 31842 43

100 95.8
1.1

53.6 54.2 45.4

18.2 18.1 16,2

0.25 0.24 1.19

51.0 50.0 fll;0

I
,

I

i0.6 0.5 3.0
,

I

i /

25.0 i 24.0 40,0

0.5 0.5 3.3

4

Not English,

a handicap

Not

reported

1,226 849

'" 196 211

72 52

4
1

1.8 1.3

33.2 40.2

12.7 19.3

0.66 1.88

,

93.0 65.0

i

1.1 4.0

,

1

73.0 41.0

2.1 4.7
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As one might expect, the estimated MAT Total Reading mean for

pupils classified as being handicappea as a result of not speaking English

-7aa:A first language is quite low (33.2), mc -,. than a ,full standards

dcviation below Ale' estimated-mean of. pupils Who speak' English as a first

language (54.2). More than 90 percent,of the pupils in'the former group

score at or below the population median. Or1 the average, pupils classified

as not speaking Engliih as a first laA4guage and not being handicapped .ai a

reiult score between pupils in the two other groups (45.4). Tbe.fact that

they do average one-half standard deviation below pupils with English as

a first language somewhat of a.scrprise, since they,were sper7ifically

cited.as not having a learning handicap. Two hytiotheses can be advanced.

First, teachers' clasiifications of.many of the "not English-not a

handicap" pupils-may have been incorrect. Perhaps some teachers did pot

fully appreciate the extent to which some pupils are handicapped by virtue

of.their bilingualism. Second, it is possible that the classification may

have been essentially.correct. This would suggest that many bilingual

'Pupils maybe below average in reading achieVement for reasons other than

language problems, per se, e.g., because of cultural factors; type of

school attended, etc.

1.4 Racial/Ethnic Group

The relationship between racial/ethnic group.and average performance

'on standatdized achievement.tests has been well documentea in recent years.

poles* et al. (1966)ireported that diffetences in'educationaleoutcomes :

%

between m notity groups 4hites are'largest for Blacks and Puertc Ricans,
. .1

. I

and 'nuall st Eor Orienta. Amilarly, the National Assejssment of
I

.

. 1

Edtkcation 1 ProgFess (NAEP),faund that Wres at all age levels studied
. , / (

.'1943,17 and adult) characteristically score-above national rlorms while

Blacks score below (dEPAEP, 1974). In Pis review of,the 1 tetature.concerning
,

I

i

4

theasSociation between race and achi vement Jencks (1972b) found that4 . t'

WhIte child;een, on die average, scoieVabbut one-standard deviation above

Blacklahildren .:rx both IQ and.standardized achievement tests.
..

Not cftl have researchers found large variations'among the achieve-

ment levelsof Pupils from different tacial/ethnit groups, but these

differences have persisted everx after adjustment for other background

chataaeristics. .For example Mayeske (1970) showed that, beyond
1

,
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available SES and family, structure variables,: race.Was,associated with

an extra five,to.ten percent Ot the variation in aChievement scores.

Table 3-3 presents selected statistics from fifth-grade pupils

who participated iD tOe Anchor Test'Study, fratified by five racial/ethnic,

categories. The majority.(an estimated 79.3 percent) of. fifth-grade

pupils in the population is Caucasian, about 14 percent are Black, five
A

percent areSpanish-surnamed, and less than one percent-each are Oriental

or American Indian. 'Large variations in average reading.achievement among

the different racial/ethnic groups are also4apparent in this' table..

Oriental and Caucasian pupils have the highest estimated means .(59.4 and

57.6, respectivell), folrowed.by American Indians who average abou.t tr-

thirds of a standard deviation below the former two groups (44.8). Spanish-;.

surnamed pupils.(40.6) score somewhat lower than American Indians, and Blacks:

score lowest (36.3), More than a full standard deviation below the estimated:

$ averages for,.Orientals and Caucasians.
.

These findings, although neither new nor unexpected -- given previous

research, are truly dramatic. Table 3-3 indicates that, while approximately
,
six out of ten-Oriental and Caucasian fifth-graders score aLEve,the national

average (50th percentilt) bn the MAT, seven out pf every ten pupils'of

.American Indian heritage, eight out Of every ten Spanish-surnamed pupils,

and nearly nine out of every ten Slack pupils (87. percent) are- estimated to

score below the national average. One begins tO appreciate.the extent of,

the underachievemenI t of minority group upils -- dspecially Blacks 7- when

one realizes that thesstiMated average reading achievemet for. the entirei

population of black fifth-graders (36.3), is comparable o ;that for pupils i

i

who.have been:specifically diagnosed as needing remedial wo k in'reading i

, (35.3; see Table. 3-1) andis O ly slightly above that/for p,pils ccinsj.deredi
t)

in have a learning handiCap by virtue of not speaking English ss their
,

1

)
primary language (33.2;,see T le 3-2). The pronounced racial/ethnict 1

1

Ogroup differences in avera4t ..2ading achievement will be' discusseWfurtiher

in Chapter Foup.'..
,

-3..5 .Reported IQ

.\\
So-called intelligence.or

uwn tests have'become inCreasingly

fr

controversial in,recent years. Some of the more ardent prOp nts of
.

IQ tests have argued that individualsdiffer along a general ability-to-learn'
Ja
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Table 3-3.--Statistics for.fgth-grao4 sbOle and population from the Anchor Test

Study bY racial/ethnic''groug; 'United States,ssRing, 1972

itapistic

9.

kacia)./ethniC,' grOup,

°

1

I '.
,

.

American Spanie 'Caucasian/ ' Not

Total Black %',Oriental ,
( ;

, Indian, surnamed other Itported
4

. 0
v. .

Number of pupili in sample

,0

NUmbei' of schOols'iin sample'

Estimate0Umber of pupils

,in population (in thOusands)

.
,

, ,u1 , Percent of'estimated number

. 0 0

of pupils

,

MAT Total Reading mean)

MAT Total keading Standard

cleviation

lAT Total Seading4standard,.

qror of.idan

lercent Of mils

,belOw the 50th,percentilk .

4

1

'Standatd emor belbw 50th

Percent of pupils
,

':below the,256 pei6e4i1e

Standirdtrror below 25th

6.5,399 34, 10,218

845 45 .396

r

439 3,375 .9 50,573 , 413 ,

I I

160 322', '.,:813 90.

.4,009 27 553, 2 199 3478 I
.27

100.0 0.7 13.8 0%6 79.3 0.7

53.6 44.8 36.3 59.4 9.6 57;6

18:2 . 17.6 1.4.9 17.1 15.9

\

0.25 2.$6 , 0.43

19.2

0.710) 0.21 3,.,16

51.0 , 7o,0 37.0 400
,

6.6 0.8 3.3

9'

1:4

43.0 68.0

0.5 , 6 4

,

25.0 45,0 64.0 .16.0 53,6 16.0 ' 45',0

0.5. 5:2 1.2 a7.0

`ri



/

dimensidn, that such differences are to a latge degree genetically .

determined, and that-1Q test scores reflect suCh indiidual differences .

. in innate ',intelligence". (e.g.; Jensen, 1969). Equally impassiOned.----/

critiCs have argued that IQ tests are "racist" or "culturally biased':

in that.they reflect white.middle-7class cUltuuai values and socialization'

,practices and are"thus 'inherently discriminatork'against members or minority

grOups (e.g,, Kagan, 1969). 'Critics hade also questiOned the .claim that

IQ tests measure "ability" as distinct from "achievement,"rnoting that

there'is little discernable:difference in the.content of-tests*rporting

to measure-a-pupil's "1Q",or "aptituAe1! and those claiming only't64,ioNiide

a Sunnary index of the pupil's current-lev el of accomplishment in one
'

0

more iicademid:- subject. areas (Bryant et al.. ,° 1974)
-, . .

." 1h the,course of Anchor.Test Atudy daga.collectioni.fiktilqrade
, . .

4 '
te'achers were asked .to report-their papils'-scores on'yOur mbst recently g

administered standardized intelligLnce teit.", Thede data Provide some
. 6
\ /

basis for examining two lntiiguing qUestions: 4a) gow 1.6.despread-was,the
. . ,--- t4. ,

use of standardized intelligence tests.in the American'educational,system,

or

'
as of April 1972; in:light of the controversy about the validity and-meaning-

.

.fulness of.IQ scores, had many schools dtscontinued routine/administration

oE intelligente tests, or was an "IQ" score still a coMmon element of

pupils,' academic records? and (b) What is-the.relationsh#,betWeen.i!we

as-deasured by: whatever tests were then in use, anel "readiig achievement"'

ad' measured.bythe MAT?

-We would caution that the Anchor lest Study findings prObably -

represent lower liMii estimates with respeci to both of these issues.
. /

Thus,,insofar as'.there was any'biad in thg rePortingiof available"W
0 /

test scOres,.it most likely-74as. in the dirtion.ofunderreporting.
f

Individual teachers may not have known that IQ test/data Fere available,
.

Ai I

may.not have wanted,to take the time to asse Mb e. this information,. may./have had personal reservations about the propriety/of "giving out" such
O ,

information, or for some other reason way notthave rfiported IQ scores .

which7Were in fact avaiAdble. The second caveat stems from the assumpiion

that sciiools in the Anchor Test Study.l.robably did not .all use the same'

test bo measure IQ." Insofar as.the Anchor ,est Study- IQ data 'represent4

a hodgdeioodge of scores Obtained-from tests of differing content. adminis-

tration procedure, scoring systere,-,etc.., the estimated IQ-MAT relationship

*.should be less strong than would have been the Case if a single D2 test

had been used.
.° 60



6

Oyerall AnchOr Test.'StUdy findings for reported:IQ`ate presentecU,

in Table 3-4: LOoking first at thePoPUlatiodjdistributiOhfinding;, it,
.

may beseen,that. usage of.iQ tests in 1602 was' indeed widespread. .'Based
. a

upon the reported date, IQ test scOres we're' available for an estimated

74,1 percent.of fifthcgrade,pupils-in the,nation. .This; fot reasons.
.

discussea aboVel,is probablY a ininimum eStimate it is intetesting,to.

mite that 737:of the 845 schools in the-Anchor Tedt'Study sample were
,

represented in the'l:nOrMal" (9Qr11.0). IQ range, ',If one-assumes'that most
,

schoolswould haveat least one fifth-grade pupil falling .in this range,
, .

-thisineans that at. leait 84.5 percentof the Schools. in .the AnChor Test.

-StudY.sample maintained (and Wete willing tO rePott) IQ'test data.
. .

The sample and population distribution data also indicate'that

the distribution of *reported IQ,scores.is sRewea with numericallyand.:

'pt6portibnally9morepUpils falling:in the,abow.average than in the below

t 4
average .categories. ''Since most IQ'tests are strur.ured to:produce

,

symnib.q).cal Score distributions, thiS suggests'thatuSage-ahd/or repOrting:

of IQ test-aata-waS greater, for.pupils falliniftowatd the.uppei.end of. -"

.the,HIQ,specttum" than for:those at the aower"end..-

Irurning.hoW to the teading.achievement data, it may,be Seen that
,

the relationship-between repo
rted IoQand average MAT Total .Readin§

-performance iSvery s ptrong, tiCularly when-One.recallS\:that IQ:,data
;:9. ...,, ...

were,nOt Obtainedftom%any single test.. The estimated MAT\Total. Reading'

meahstange from 27.9 for the lowest.IQ categOty(below 75)*-78.4 fok.
,

..

the highest categorY (above 125). Similarly, theestimates Of.the6percent
,,.

of pupili scoring belOwthe.natiOnaa average'On.the MAT nange.fkom 99.
. . .

.

percent at the lbw,end9f the IQ. dimension to thit.'ee petcent at the high.end.

, The IQ-,MAT relationship described ab6ve is nearly as strong As one \
. : \ JP

would expect:to-find betwden the MATana another test of,''reading achieve- _

Alent" or betweencthis IQ index and another,"independently obtained IQ

°teit. Consistent with these findings, the publishers of the MAT,report

correlations,above .80 between the MAT anthgrdeg-adkinibtered IQ*Itests

!

.

uport

(Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1971).

ne8-SkrrterrP-retat±Cr7Crft
-one's views about intelligence tests: If one begins with the, premise that

IQ. tests measure individual :aifferences in'innate intellectual2.A.Ertity,-

one would have tO,conclude that reading achieVtment at the. Zifth-grade,

,.'0 61
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,Tab1e 3-4..--StatisticsIor fifth-grade 4mp1e.and pOpulation froM the Anchor.Tist Study,

-by reported IQ: pnited'Stattes, spring, 1972 *1

,

,

Statistic

Be75 low

Total

,

Reported

)

0' ei J11:

75.e9 40i 10.s111.1g, , Above Not

125 reported

'Number of,Pupils in,sample

,

Ntmber.of schools

Estimated number of 'pupils;

1 in popUlation (in dousands)
'

. J.
Percent of estimaied number,A.(

(4 pupils,

'MAT:Total Reading mean.
1

.

MAT Total Reading, standard

deviation
, 0

MAT Total Reading standard

error of mean

I 4.

Percent Of pupils

'belOw the 5.0th percentile
. ,

, ,

Standad error below 50th

'Percent of pupils

'below the .25th percentile

Standarderror'below 25th

.*

65,399 1,478 7 217 23:905 12,448 . 3,414 161,977

845 337 .663 '737 705 577' 731

4,009 86 44. 1,471 769 209 1,040'

534 .2,7.9 36.0

\\

18.2 9.'Y 12.2

0',25 0.34

5130 99.0

4,0.6 0.3,

25.0 ,88.0

0.26

0.0

OL 5

63.0

52.3 68 4

14.5 12.5

0.22 0,20

55,0, 1, 14.0;

0.6 N0.5

. 19,0 . 2.0

, 1.1 0.9 0 5 0.2,

5 4

5.2

!AN1

'784 49..0

10;6 '19.0 .

0;28

30 0

1.0

0.2,

35,0
1



10Vel asAneasured bY the miki, is a4MOSt 'entirely a,result of the

individuAxs' innate intelligence apd that any Pther'factors which might
,

be thought to affeict'such achieveMent are essentially insignificant.

Monts beginerith the view'tha the meaning of IQ test scores is an open
/

tion, One friould e temPtedto Pr9Poss that the /Q testi which were4

/715

iered to. fi th-grePeiailS aoroas the nation in 1972 acivaliy
-

.. .

measuree1itie...7
. .

Another way of s

reading achievem

However Intepreted, the.extremely*/sitrong relationship ietween

reported IQ and average MAT reading. achievement would seem to justify

at least one practical Admoon .t° Parents p teachers, and schopl -admin-

isirators: "think- -°twice'--137efe drawing anl.,.con,olusions-from a-fifth-
grader's IQ test score that iou not Maxe on theobasis of a reading

if anYthin5.-- More than tAePUPiirS' reading'-achieVement.
.

ihg this 4.-4-thatI9t_ests:do pot explain a .pupil's

nt; they simply measure

achievement test score.

3.6 'Summary of Findings .

= In this chapter,q1 e uniu4Oiata relatiOnship, of four pupil.

reading. 9no5iS, Primary language, racial/ethnic"characteristics (remedial dia

I.

group, and reported 19) wi th reading aohieveMent were,examined. ,Thelind-

?

ings are consisdent with previouslY conducted research and with expectatiohs:

Ail four variables vier.% folln'to De stro.ngly related.to reading achieveMent.
..,

... . ./

The..major findings were a $ folloWs:

Rettedial reading diagnosisupils diagnosed as needing remeClia4441,

4.e.sding services had a substadtiallY .lower estimated MAT 'Total

Reading mean (35.3).tbanInPils notdiegnosed as-needing such

instruction (56..4). '

: .Prithary laz1494gel pupils ckgaifisd_as, being educationally,
handicapped as °f riOt s wking,.english as a first

;anguage.had. a.m4cn lOwet-astimatedmeanA33.2) than'
pupils qlasiified as oPeaking Englishas e-firat langUage

9

Racial/ethnic grcupe.Orientai.Vnd Caucasian-pupils had higher

estimated MAT Total 4fading means (59.4'and 57.6, respectively)

than American Indian' SPanish-surnamed or Black pupi ls (44:6,'
) 'r .. 4 . 1

40.6, and 36.3, r espeo."°14-Y)..
.

.

N`

Postive re
p

Reported IQ: A strong lationship was observed

between reported fQ aXlj est imated RAT Total Readingeilleans, the

63

0.



estimate.for.pupils in the over-125 reported IQ range-being
t' highest (78.4) and the edtimate for pupils in thd below-75

reported IQ range being lowest,(27.90-'

None o'f.-,these'findings conflict-withprevious research. ,HOwever,

ihere are some surprising findings in the.data: First,the magnitude of

the differences between egtlmated MAT means of certain groups of pupils'is

thaii a full standard deviation separates the estimated,:

. mAT leans of the highest scoring from the lowest scoring groups of .pupils

'for each"Of the fOur pupil characteristics listed abdve. Second, eight

percent of those pupils died:loped -as'being in need of remedial reading
-

services Scored above the 50t4 percentile-, while ,19 percent of those'

7'4pupils not diagnosed as. :needing Stich sermices scored beloW the 25th
.

percentile. -This.indicates that therOS an-overlap inthe distributions

of.reading sCores for.these two sete opupiIs, perhapS,aresult.of

mieclaSsification of puptls, difilerent,Criteriajor ClassifiCation,:or inegui-
.

- table'distribution ofremedial reading serviceS In the'next Chapter, inspection

.o

of selected two- and three-way relationships orpupil racial/ethnic .gro4p and

' other pupil and school chiracteristics to'reading achievement will gullifY these

a

findings to a certain extent.

,

4

,
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'A. FURTHER EXPLORATION dF PUPIL RACIAL/ETHNIC G40UP.AND READING'

"ACHIEVEMENT , %. . )

', 11 : 1 ' ,
rn ihis chapter,, we examine seiected two- and thrett-way 'relationships

. bliltween 'pUpil racial/etM4c gtoup and a' variety, of other variables, ''.. ''::'. rt'!

including primary language"; . repotted IQ, school .SEL, school' control,
_ ,1, . r 3

remedial readi diagnosia, and. grade-five percent fninoritp, /
;in an effort .11

i

to gain ome additional undeistanding of factors associated with tic. al/

--

,.. .

i- ethnic differences 'in, reading achievement. FOr purposea of this chapret, we--
,----- foCus on the 'three largestt' racial/ethnic groups, Caud.asians, Blacks and

,
Spanish-surnamed' pupils. The sample sizes for other grdups are tdo small

*

""0

...
to permit further subclassificaticens. . ,

. ., , ,

IIMPII-Racial/Ethpic- GrObp-and-Primary-Language
,

'
-=-142,,

, 'o A:".Y.,f''"?,'

'In Section '3:3, it was noted that pupils who do not speak EnglksiSs
4 , ja4

their primary language tend to 'obtain lower scores -on the MAT 'Total Heading e.:1

stale than pnpils ,whose primary language is English. Table 4-1-;:pc,aP)004:4:.'',;:

the association between primary language and racial/ethnic group. It may
_

be seen that the great majority of pupils whose primary language is not.

English are. Spanishsurnamed: Of :the estimated 115,000 bilingual fifth--
graders, an 'estimated 96,000 (82.6 percent) are Spanishz-surnamed: Table 4-1

also indicates that nearly .half of all Spanish-surnamed. fifth-graders -

(47.8 pardent) do ,not speak English as theit primary language and, of those,
.

-a substantial proportion are .considered to have a learning handicap by
virtue of their langudge problem ,(61,000/95,000 64: 2 'Percent ) .

, -
The data ,presented in Table 4-.1 support two additional. conclusions:*

First, at least for ,Spanish-surnamed pupils, teacher .assessments of whether

of not a pUpil is "handicapped" in, reading by virtue of not speaking Engrilh
, .

.1

as his/heir Primary' language'appear..to have been valid: the éstimated mean
. I

for bilingual: Sranish-Isurnamed pupil.? not considered to haire a learning

handicap (44.4) is eaSentially identical to that for Spanishatutnamed

pupi awho-sPeak-Englr-ish-ae--their--pr-imary-language-(4-5-fa)-ana-i'aj-subs-ta:nt-ia4-kY-
higher than that for. Spanish-surnamed pupils who are considered, to'fiave a

f
language-related handicap in reading (31.8) .. Second language problems

among.spanish-surnamed pupils accobnt for some, but by no means all of the

overall *difference in average reading achievement between Spanish-surnamed

and*Caucasian pupils: 'Ville -estimated means for Spanish-surnamed pupils who.

4
).
65 f
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6
iable. 4-, tobei. and peicent .of pupila..and iftiiated WiTITotal Reading sr, by raciallethnic grotip of pupa,and 'by

Primary langtige.'of. pnpif; Grade. 5, . united gates, SprOgl 1972.
.

Prism language of

pupil

c

NcitIot1441-noti,coO014-

.'otedlondicapped

Nt Eng11sh-considitid

handicapPe8

Not ;reported

I

c (couyof" pupil

Tota**.', '1,; lliak Spanlsh-aurnamed

4,

Total Tote). Total,
Grade

,

Repding'-..,Gra0 5 pupils loading, Grade 5 pupils wadin

Nu berf Percent mean Ninberl Percent mean NumberiiPercent meek

S iA

51.2 545 98,6.

Caucasia

Grade 5 pupils

Nfbert [ Percent

6
Total

Reading

mean

100 0 36,3 199 1004 40.6/ i3-4162---1ibt---5/76---

36.3 ' 97 410 4 0 3,144, ..98,9 57.6

43 11 45,4 2 0,4 31.5 314 17,1 4 4 6 0.2 52,7

.72 1.8 33.1 0,2 , 30.4 '11 30,7 31,8 7 0,2 43,6

52 ,3 ,46.2 0,9 33.2 6 3.0 35 9 21 0.7 56,3

,

Eiticia;ed 'thousands. .

inclUdis 11 rac.ia/ethnic 'grotips,



dlo not have arlan ge-related han

. ,

. Orman average eading,scort of C

that culturalAnd socidconOmic f tors4 inr-Idditidn to lingua4e

may plaY important roles inaccO tingPfor the overall'underac

-Spanish-surnamed pupils relative o(Caucasiati.pupili%.2

Icag,(44 -45) 'ar.e,considerablir.below
/17

ucasian pupils (57.6). This sug

4.2 Pupil Racial/Ethnic trol3p.and Reported IQ
.

sts

evément of

.6

n

Table 4-2.p'resents statistics
fromtheAnchOr Test'Study gor each',-;

.pupil racial/sthnic'grOup by repdried fQ'range.7 A'Stiong:relationshipc
, * . *

betwien reported IQ and reading achieveMent a dbserved within eadh.of,the.

racial/ethniccatet....mies.° Overall, IQ was not reported for 25.9 perlent
A .

of all pupils in the Anchor Test .Study eemple. .Nonrepert of.IQ apPears to-

be agsociated with.race, since only .6 percent of Caucasian pupils have
. .

no reported IQ while data were not reportedrfOr 0.5:percept of-Black and,..

-39.7 percent of Spanish-surnamedpuils. This seleptiye unavailability ,

and/or nonreporting of the IQidata .may: be'xelated.tO the perception bf'

especially the4cpool Coord;nators.whoc011edted"the Anchor

teSts are,not I/lid measures of the intelleCtual
.many eaucators,

A (1*

'Test Studyata,.that I

ability p

Table 4-2 s

relitionship wit

and Spanish-

to Caucasia

they were

distrib

ows that.Oupil radial/ethnic group has the saMe-basic
.

e

reported IQ that/it.does with-the MAT itself. Th4s, Black

r

amed pupils'are/substantially.overrepresented,in.comparison
,.

. ..

in the "below aVeiage"'IQ Catego40 (i.e.,'less than 90), as
,----

in the sloelOw the/25th diritile".4htegory of-the MAT. These! .'

tion findings cl y reflect the'strong relationship between. MAT
-

and test scores-noted dirlier in Section.3.5. ,

,...-----

* . .%

F1re 4.1 graphically illustrates thelIq-MAT relationsh44, separately..

,'

, .

c5i7--Black and Caucasian pupils: It Maybe Seen that, for IQ ranges up to:
.

125, thetwo curves basicallyparallel one.anOther;-with the Black.estimatld

MATTleansbeing about.10 points below those for eautaiians (excep& in Oe.,

. .

below 75,IQ category, wherethe differenCe is only about five.points).

fiom the' 111-125 IQ'range'to the over-125 category, Figure 4.1 indicates' :

'that thl curve for Caudasilns continues to increase, while that .fOc-Blickr.

levets ofgwith the result that the estimated mean Tor pupila:is19

pointi below that-for CaudaSian

4

pupils in the above-125 IQ category: . .

4.
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IC

Table ptimted,number and percent of pupils 'and estimatod MAT Tot4 Osding mean,,hy racial/ethnic group of 'pupil sad b
n

0 reporlei4of pupil; Grade 5, United States, lpring

,
,

L

eported Iq of pupil.

. Racial/ethnic grob of pupil

Tota1 'Black S anish-surnamed CalVann

Crade 5 Pupils
Total

Reaaing

'Mean ' .Numbet41.Percent+

Gredel PuPils 11°.tal

Reading

mean

Crude 5

Tofal .
Reading'

man Numbert

Total

Reading

mean.umbe6 Pertenti NuMbir* Percent+ Percent+

l!Total 4,009 100.0 53.6 553 100.0 36.3 199 , 100.0 403 3,178 100.0

Not reported 11046 25,9,4 49.0 235 , 42.5 35.2 79 39.7, 37:6 686 21.61.

Reported.

ThtL 2,969. 74.1 55,2 118 57.5 37.1 ,120 60..3 42.6 2,492 78.4

Below 75 86 (2,9) 27.91 41, (12.9) 25.5 8 (6.7) 27,8 36 (Li) 30,6

75-89 433 (14.6) 36.0 115 (36,2). 30:8 (30.8), 33.3. 274 (1140) 3ff,6

90-110 1,471 (49.5) 52,3 139 (4,3.7). '41.3 61 , (50.84 45.7 1,254 . (50,3) 53,8

111-125 769.. (253) 68.4 21 (6,0 5t.8/ 12"t,r (110.0) 62.6 726 (29,,l) 68,8

Over 125 209 (7.0) 18.4 h 3 (0.9). 59,7 1* ,(0.8)* 69'.0* 201 ,(8,1) 78.7

Estimatedlu thoubdds.

* Estimatebased upon sap' of less.than 25 schools.

k!t Includes all raCial/ethniC ire

+ Parehtheses ilitlicate estimated percent Upils'mith reported Ig test

.

scores.

,

4



80

.---Esti.matedZMAT To al Reading mean by reporied IQ/

Black and/taucasian pupils
- .

Caucasian.

1Hsk 70

30

20

Below. :

..75 .

75-89 90-iA0 1117135

7'

Ripoit.e4 IQ-(Miapoint of inte041)

et,

Over
125



. .

, . .

One argumenj: for.cOntinuing to use IQ.tests:14*1 scheols is that theY
. ., .

" .

6 t.lsefful in identifyingmunderaChievers," students whose performance in
. .

. . .
.

.

$Pecilic subject areas is lower thari WoUld be expected on'the basis. of .:

'their overall level of.current intellectuaiekCcoMpliShment (as assessed by
,

tests) and who thus may need special help'or attentiOn in.those sublects
. .

e.g.,.Wardrop, 1976). Viewed-from that TerspectiVe, the findings described
-

above. suggest 'that at all.IQ levels d particularly t the high en of the .
.
an a d

.

.
e

,. ,

.

IQ dimensi9n, Blatk pupils are "underaChieving" in reading relative to the
. . ,

', .

CaUcasian tor, almost equivalently7 to the overall national) norm.

4.3' Pupil Racial/Ethnic Group and School Socioeconomic Level

A possible explanation fOr.differences in.Performante between Caucasian

anclminOiity grohp -pupils reported in previous seCtions may be differences

in the socioeconomcc status Of individuals or of the'Schools they attend.:

Tablg 4-3-iresenti,statistics from the'Z.nchor Test Study by pupil raciali''

Y-

ethnic group and school 'socioeconoine level (SEL).
,

,
. ..

. v. .

The majority of BlacJ pupild (60.0 percent) 6are.enrolled in lcr4.---t.-

schoolsith only 35.3 percefitin mie:11e7SEL schools and 4.7 peraent 1.
:.,

high-SEL schools. Spanish-surnamed pupils are abouewequally divided

,between low and'middle=SEL schools (44.7 and 44.1 percent). By contrast,
,. .

only 15..6 percent df.C.al.ieasignppPile are enrolled ie-lOW-SEL schools.

Large,differences'are observld intimated MAT Total,Reading.means

'bVer.SEL categories within each racial/ethilic:.group. Within 'SEL'categories.,-

sThowever;.there are still large difrerenCes'between racial/ethniC groups. ,
,

'.The-estimated MAT.Total Reading mean for Black Pupils attenclinghigh-SEL

schools 9.2 pointeLower'than the mean of 51.8 for'CaUca"sians. .

-:attendinci Iow-SEL.sChools: Table 474 gresents.estiMated.MAT faeans for the

various raCial/ethnic groupe.adjusted for differences in SEL,. The difference .

,

bWtween Black. and Caucasian pupils is reduced somewhat by the adjuStment
,

.(from 21.1 to' 18,2) but remains large. We conclude that schooi.SEL (as,

Nrecorded'in'this study) has'buta small relation to'the difference in .

. .

performande between-pupils of different L1E:dal/ethnic g4.Oups.. One pdisible- -
explamation for.this rather surprising findihg is that the:.Anchor TeSt

HStudy:school BEL Measure maY be a pOor_proxy for the,kiAds Of'pupil-level'

4ES measures used in other researchand, hehce, is'iimplynoi'adeqUate-for

,controlling'SES'factors when studSring racial/ethnic differences inaChieliement..
..

0



:Table 43. --.:EstimatAlapier and percent !if

' .socioeconoa4leire1 Of Oa

,

J.rn

upile estiMated MAT Total Reading mean, by ricial/ethnic gimp of pupil and by

rade 5,\\ United \States, Spring 197,2.

Racial/ehnic group'of.'pupil
=1100

Socioeconpm1 1eve1 o

school/

Wert Pert t

4

Total

paadint

mean

Total

Grade, 5 pupils. jtoa,ding

NumbertrPercent mean

Black. 4 , S a sh-surnamed' .

:Cradis

. To.tal

ils
.Numbor$,Percent mean'

onime.

Caticasion

, :Total

.Grade 5 'pupil's Pmading

Number*percent mmari

!n.a TOtal
i

4,009 100. 53.6 553 100 0 36.3 199
f

909 22.1, 1., 26 4.7 42.6 12

2455 53.8 54.5 195 35.3 ' 98

946 23.6' 43.9 332 60.0 34.0 88

3 178 100,0 57 6

14

hated numbeeln thousands

** InC1udea11. racial/et'inic groups.
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Table i-44;--Esimated MAT'Total Reading liean and estimated MAT1'IttalReading mean
4

.,. adjusted for SOhool SEL, by pupil racial/ethnia group: Giade 5,

.. )

united.States, spring, 1972 ,

'Statistic

!jaw mean

)i-iljusted 'mean

Difference

0.!

American

Indian

Racial/Ethnic Group

,Spanish-., 9u,c,asian/ Group not

Black Oriental Surnamed reported.;

44.8 36;3 59.4 40.6 57.6 44.4

46.0 ,3881 58 9. 42.8 56.9 50.5

+1.2 +2.4, -0.5 42,2 -0.7 +6.1

CI
..0

o o :

+

1 .0

;

il

d



-4,

.. Pu il Racial/Ethrii Grou and School control,

-

aPProximately go percent of /3. tifth-grade pupils attend,

2.3) it was

rt P-

n an earlier diScusSi0n,01 school control (section '

re A th

pub ic schools.ana that 'there was a large univariete difference between
,

-.1
v

the stimated MAT 'Total Reading means of public and nonpublic school pupils,

altho gh the reasons for this difference\
.

are anclear. Table 4-5 presents

satitcs from the'Anchor Teat StudY bY rac iapupil l/ethnic grouP.and
, .

-
schabl, contro

, ile an estimated 9.6 p etcent Of aLl Pupils attend nompblic.schOols:,
1, p

the Perceiltages for Slack (5.4.percent) and'SPenish-surnamed (6..5 percena,pipll

in nonpublic schools are lower than the percentage of Caucasians (10.6 percent),.
. -

iTheachievement difference hetweep publc and nonpublic school pupils

larger for slack (16.1 Points)and Sp4niSh-sutnameI/(8.4 points) pupils than.,
'for Caucasians (5:9 points) The small- number Of minoritP.pupils*dttending

:nonpublic schools prohibits further investigation of this interaction. - The

possibility exists that if the instructional or social. CharacteriStics of
2

nonpublic schooldere re !rPonsible for-the ohseeved differences. (rather than

A. I.!.
seleOt,ion bias pli thrpa= of parentS and schools),t.hen the benefits of

attendngnonpliblic schoois 'may bef'greater fot Mino4t y'thaiv for'Caucasin
. 4

pupils. Howev,er, the Selection bias exPlanati9n cannot be ruled out. .

4.5 pupil Racial/Ethpic_group...41.14S_________Readin Diaanosis

. ,

. _

In.Sectloin 3 2, a 1 differenoc Ay rPeding aChievement between'

Oupils diagnosed aa needing reiedial re

contains'et

instrliction and those nOt so,

dia0oied was rePOr't'ed. 'Table atisticsQfrom the Anchor,Teit

Study by remedial reading diagnosiS and raCia1/5thnic group.

'Jencks (197.2b) has eUggeste4.that-cOMPensatory servides (which would

..
include remedial reading) are disttibuted unequally aMonghe pOpulation:

Vt:

tliat low income,and 'minority oupils.are tea likely 'to receive such serviCes !
-

thin'White'or more affl

h
t peppily. Aile the "remedial' readine-varteble7..

Ugei in the Anchtm Tdrai4 WY-measures dams, of a naPd for refsedial

serviCes ratherU-6n receipt of s!tich se rviceS (that ii , some. PUPqP

diagnosed 'as needilig services mei not:actually, get them),a;may asserve

a prolcY variable 'to partially investigete'Jencke! assertion. Froricr

Table 4-6 we note that 8 c-ercent c!' Caucasian Pupils are diagnosed as7..

I

instrUction '4hilerequiring remedial reading 14.6 porcentof Slack pupils



Table°4.5, --'Estimated number and petgen; of pupls snd.pstimated HAT Total Reaidg mesi, by Tacial/etbnit group'of pupil Ind by
s

control Of school:,;Grede 5: United States, Spring 1972.

,

Control of, school

Re DI/ethnic rou of u,i1

S nieb-Ornamad
Total** Blacr

Grade 5 puiils

Number* Percent

Total

Reading

Man

Grade 5 Iu ils

umbert Percent

Total

Reaftg Giade 5 pleilA;

meai uibers pera

Total

PUblic

'Nonpublic!

4,009 100,0

3,623 90,4

386 , 9.6

"

Total

kiding

mean

53 6 553 100.0 36:3 199 100,0 40,6

52,8 '523 9k6 34 186 93,5 40,0

61.4, 30 5.4 51.5 13 6,5 48,4 °

A'

4 EatimatedJumber in thousands,

** inCludes all raciiliethniegroups.

t

9 I 7

Cucasimn

Total

Grade 5 ells imading

gumbert Percent mean

3478

2,842

3361

100 0

89,4

10.6

57,6,

_56,9'

62.8.
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Table 44. Estimated umber ind percent of pupila end sistimated tiT lotal Realing mean, ly.ricialiethnit group of pupil end by

remedial read4g diagholis for pupil: Grade 5, Unitid States,' Spring 1972.

116

Racial/etbnc.Rrouu of pupil

Remedial retding diagnosis

for pupil

=.14.4..4.8441

'Total

,IiInosej need 0,

Ecciagnosed.nind

Rot iePOrted,'.

Black Caucasian

Gride

Numbeitlergent

4,009 100.0 53.6 553 00.0

367 9.2 35.3 81 1O.

3,3901', 84.6;/ :56.4 417 . /75.4'

251 6,t 55'

Total

reading

nun

Giade 5 u ila

Percent

Togo`

reading

. mean

36.3 (199 100.0 40.6

28.7 . 31 15.6 31.6-

,38.4 150 75.4 ,43.6

.31.2 17 8.5 354'

Grede:5'pupils

Number#T-Percerit

.44.1
44

s'e'a11

3,178 . 100.0 57,6 1

249 '.,!,,074.4. 38.0

2,771 faAIM
157 4.9

# Estisated,numberfin thousands.

** Includes all racial/ethnic groups.

't

4p
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a
. .

.

.

aad3.5.6 ;percent og Spinish-murnamed pupils are similarlydiagn?sed. Hbweveri

mea: achifvement of these, two dinority . grouPs is Lowe r than that, of

udasians, so 'it is expdcted -.that greater; prop.6rtion 'bf puPile Would be.

ikneed ;Of: remedial serviCem.' . The critical question is : ".fs. theprobability

Of a puiili being diagnosed as needing' reiedial readihg, given a similar.
. .

Of;Iperformance bIATI the Mame:--tor 'pupils Of dif;terent raCial/
.

.

ic grouPer :

'Several, indicators of' need for remedial jeading exist :in the Anchoe;%,

'Temt Study idata bas-ai%7, the diagnosis discusse&-here; the recogrittiod: thai a

pupil is handicapped because Englieh is not his or her primarly language. (see -

, .

Section 3.4) ; and the 'proportion of pupil's below the 25th percentile on the

MAT. Table 4-7 %contains data relevant to these :three yariables for- Black.

Spanish-Murnimed .4m#4Caucasian pupils and, in tddition, .shows; a )kservice"
,

. . ,

index of the relationship between remedial reading' diagnosis' Ind MAT-Total ;

Reading score ranges. This index is computed' by dividing the percentage of

pupils,diagnosed as requiring redediaiereaNng by.,the percentage Of pupils

scoring below the 25th percentile on the MAT.* While the pMrcentage of

Caucasian pupils diagnosed as 9liediug.rerndiái.readingisea.boutt half the
percentage for ,Black and Spanish-surnaded 'pupils, ,the percentage of'

Caucasian pupils below. the 25th percentile. ii only" aboUt one foUrth that 'of

the other two groups. ConsequentlY, the eervice index shows that as a fraction,.

Of pupils scoring below the 25th percentile, the .perceni of dinerity

diagnosed as requiring remedial reading instruction is only' half .that for

Caucasian pupils. 4e also see that 30.7 percent of all Spanish-surnamed

,

,6pU011s arm coneidered4r'ibeir. teacheri to have a: learning' handicap. in
I-. .!

-, , .. .

reading',:because their primary language ie not ,Engliefi. Yet only half that
, ' , : 7 1

nuMber, 15,0 perdent of all, Spanish7Suinaded pupils, are reported ..to have

1 .
.

. . ., .7.- . -,, ,

been diagnoeed as. needing remedial reping. serviceS:
- -:

AO6lei .14-.Eof evid4nce about0,4ble' disparitiesOttiOemn Caucasian,
- ,,;411. ... ::r?,:ve- '': c.,4 i !, ...) .

and: dirip4j.tYPufils 1n2access , to rededial instruction i:....thr di4ferenCe in

est1datel4MAT irateans shown in Tab;$ 44,6.,: The eetidated ;mean score 'for IBladls:. r

, , --

pupilt.:diagnosed as needing remedial reading is 28.7. that %;fOr Spanish-sUrnamedr
, :,

Y;;'..4. 4.: .,- . : :e t , ! +1, ; 4
f'' )

I
* :Sinoe not all pupils diagnosed as needing-remedial helP in rea4rig: eOore 7 /

'below..tbe 25th perceritile,,' thie .index 'Provides in upeer limit espidate 'Of '-

the, pArdent: Of; pupils. %i.!ith:.MAT -Tdit-a17(44aing scores7, below.: the ,25th .percentile:i
. ,

' Who have been *diagnosed as needing remedial readIng servicee,--
,

_ i ; .

;,7

--'
A

4

'

0,
II !



'Table 4-7.--Indicstoris of need for reortedial reading

services, by racial/ethnic group: Grade 5,

United States, Spring, 1972 .

,

Indicator

Percent of.pupils
diagnosed as needing
remedial reading '

Percent of pupils at
or below. 25th .percentile
of MAT

Pupils diagnosed as
needing remedial reading
as a per5ent of pupils at
or below 25th 'perceniile*.

Percent of pupils handl.-

.
capped because their pri-
mary language ii,not
English

Bacial/ithoic Group
Caucasian/
Other

Spanish-
SUrnamed

7.8 14.6 15.6

16.0 64.0 53.0

48.8 22.8 29.4

0.2 0. . .30,7

'*Computed by aviding item A (percent of pbPils diagnosed

as needing remedial reading) by item B (percent of pupils

at or below the 25th percentile).

S.
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Upils As 31%60 However, the.estimate for.CaucasianaiupilaSO.diagnosed-
,

.

SubstantiaI14 higher:(38.0),, and.is nearly-identiCal-to the .mdan.for:

Black pupils not .diagrlbsed.as requiring remediation:(38.4). -Given this

pattein, we conciude that the rate at r4ch BliCk and Spanish-surnaed

pupils are diagnosed as needing remedial: heip in readihg (which, presumably,

lis a first step in a sequence-of events'leaang to receipt of such help)

is lower than would be expected on the basis of MAT perforMance and perhaps .

lower than is equitable.

4.6 Pupil Racial/Ethnic Group and Grade-Ftve Percent Minority

° The concentratlon of minority pupils in certain schoOls has lOng
. e

been a controversial toplc. Many opponents of desege4ation have cited data
,

(such aS that described in Se5tion 2.5)0ghowing a negative aes6aation between
,

, . r . ,

.the minority'enrollment of a school and the achievement.ofits student:3. In
,

.

0. ,I

Section 2.6.6 it was reported that ichool SEL could account for only part of
.

"the observed univariate differences ih,achievement amongipercent minority
,

categorzs.. Here we W111 exploxe the relationship of peroentAiiihority-and.

- the racial/ethnic characteristics a individual .puPils.

Table 4-8 contains. Statistics from theAnc,-Ir 114atStudy Of.recialt

ethnic groups and grade-five percent minority. .The estimated mean a. for certain,

major groups are also pxesented graphically in Figure 4-2.. Within each ricial/

ethnic group, the negaive-relatiónship between percent miriority aa'd achieveMent

is observed.: We note that the trend for Spaniih-surnamed.pupila is-Very-similar:,

to that for Caucasian pupils. -Unfortunately-it was hot 'statistically posaible.
c

to.reMove'the effect of SEL from these curves (via,,the Means adjustment tech7

nique) lbecatie of thefact that bertaln cells Contained too:few cases to provide

-reliable mearisSpecifically, ttlere were very.few.Hlacks and. Spanis=sainamed

pupils attendipg High-SEL schools,where percent minority was above. 10 'perCent

Tebleitt9, OPTAIsj the univariatemeans fCr diffAeht Percent minority:

'categoriep adju;Ced.for achool SEL ,(as'5hown in Table 2-14); for puPil racial/

ethnic group,aml. for bOthtogether. We see that when adjusted for the joint

:offect ofachool.SELand.pupil.race/ethnicity, the difference:between theal-35

percent...and the j67100-percent minority enrollment categOriea*virtually disap-

pears-anCe-betwee'n-these tWo categories-anct.rhe 1-1CY:percent:.

category.ie reduced to- approximately four. points (compared to the-187point

difference between.the 1710 percent.and, 367100 percent categOries before adjUst-

ment). FigUre 4-3 portraya:the-raw and adjusted means presented.in'Table 4-9..
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"Figure .4-2.--Estimated MAT Total Reading mean by percent minority for
Catidasian, Spanish-surnamed and Black pupils

Caucasian

Spanish-Surnamed

Black -

20.. 40 60

5 percent minority (plotted' at-midpoint of interval).

80' 100,
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Table 4-8,--Estimated Number of Pupils (in Thousands) and MAT Total
Riading Mean, by Grade 5 Percent.

Minority,of School and by Racial/Ethnic'Group
of Pgpil( 'Grade 5, United,States, Spring f972

of

"Racial/Vhnic

GrOup

/NM

pradee Percent Min'ority,

Total 1-10

oEstimated Estimated

Ho, of.. ','
No, of ,

'pupils in, sMAT ,Pupile in mAT

population 'Total., Populiiion- Total

'in emu- Reading (in tholl-. Reading

sands) Mean . sande) Mean

TOtal,

Ametican

Indian

'Black

Oriental

Spamsh-

Surnamed

Caucasian

:Other

Ratimated,

mo, of

Pupils in MAT

Populztion lotal

(in thou- meading

sanda)' Mean

Estimated.

mo, Of'

Pupilsln KAT

Populatio4

(in:f4ou- Reading

sands) Mian

\ 4,009 53,6 891

,17 44.8
\ 4

, \
553 '46,3

,

26 , 59.4

, 199 '40,6f

58.7 1,514 58,6

0

A
O. 111

os

. II 11

36-75

Estimated.

;No, of

Pupils in MAT

'Population Total

(in thOd Reading

lands) Mean

76400

;saluted
No. of

Pupils in

Population

(in thou-

sands), ,

792

10 40,7

2 44.6

'5 65.1

9$ 31.3

56.1

1

,

1KAT ,

Total

Reading

lean

354' 45.5 458

53,31 40,0

114 35'.8 322

,

35,6,

.10,58.7* 5* 58.5*

A

19 50.5 45 45.6 53

3,178 57.6" 891 59.,/ 1,456 58.9

17 44.4

0

630

d

83 . , 36.5'

4

51.4 171 . 52,8 30 48.3

54.9 2* 53,5* 10* 31.7*
'12

,

"Estimaterbased upon sample,of 1esuth4 25 schools," .

,Sample contains
no,4110,101 this catigori,

11'
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Table 4- -EstimatedMr Total!oding metin,.and, estimated MATIotal:9

ROding meak,adjustedlor tc00,0nOmicleVelaor' pupil-racial/

'ethnio'gr600; and'for both SEL'iand:pupil ;164/ethnic'

plroUp; .k., jrade-five percent minority: Grade 5,0 United States,
,

..ispring 1972 .,
..; !.

4

, Grade -five'Percent minority

,

0' 1-10 0 11-35 36-100

Raw mean

, Mean adjusted

for SEL

58.7 58;,6 51 7 40.6

Digference -0.1 5 +0:3 r45,3

51.6 49.0

Mean adjustei

for both SEL

and rice

Differenceie
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In Section 2 .6.6, we tepokted that school SEL'accounted fOr6only
.

part.of the observed mean differenceN in reading achievement among percent
,-

m4hority categories . e adjustment for pupil racial/ethnic group shdwn ,

in Table 4-9'accotinted 4ra somewhat larger alnount of the difference.
i .

Finally; the adjustmen for both SEL and pupil race reduce. d:the univariate
. .

percent minority rean differepceSrconsiderably.'°' This indicates that the .'

observed:hegative telationship between mitioritywirdllMent and reading

aChievement is; to A large extent, a reflection of the relationships among

percent minority, school SEL and pupil.racial/ethnit.group.. However, even*

after adjusting for both race arid EEL, there is still a slight tendencytfor,

reading achievement to be negatively associated with percent minority

enrollment. f

4.7 Summary of Findings
"

In thii chaOter the relationships of reading achievemept to pupil-

racial/ethnic'group andother pupil aneschool characteristics were-examinerh,

The Tindings gualify to:sOme extent the resuTts of'Chapter Three._
The univariate relationship .between4ritaiy language and:reading

achievement is. Maintained within eaCh.racial/ethnic grOup: As we' might.
-

expect, most pupile who'are clissified.as hiving a leakning handitap as a

reeult. of bilinguality are Spanishrsurnamed, and these.pupils seore c,1ower

On the average (31.8) than SpanishsurnaMed pupils who are:classified AS

being nothandicapped betauee of bilingua3ity.(44.4) or who areclassified
, .

ae having Englieh;as thefrpriniatY language (45.0)4, HoWever,.the latter

:groUps still score lower than Caucasian ptipils

The.relationahip betweentreadihgachieVement and reportedlg differsi;

somewhat acrosL taCial/ethnic,grOups..... The reading-IQ rel4tionship is'etrong

andpositive Tor Caucasians, but.for Blacks, the relationship shows A

pronounced ceiling effect for pupils with /(2s.over 110 (seej,igure 4-1).

SeVetal possible. explanations Tor this.phehomendh cometo mihd, including;

inadequacy of the data (stores in the,higbest 2(2 range Were-reported for

.verY few,B.;scks); misclassification of high IQ..Black pupilst and the

.ptobable enrollment Of high ability Black:pupils in schools Containir.4

high proportions of lcw achieving Oupils. -In the' latter case, the:classroom

83
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#eacium mAy devote the"most'attention to low ability pupilsleaving the

higeibility Blacks without.sufficient instruction.

,rUrther investigation of the relationsHip between achievement and
,

race'reVealed thatedjusting gor differences in school SEL removed only a

imill,portiqn -13.1points or about 15 percent), of the mean achievement

difference,betWeen Blacks and Caucasians. .That is, the SEL Of schoolt, as

established ih- this study,ehas Ohly a small effect on the difierences.in
-

reading adhievementp amonp.pupils of different racial/ethnic groups..

Inspection of the relationship of school control and racial/ethnic

grouP to reading'achievement provides another interesting observation: While
-

the-public/nOnpublIc difference exists for-all racial/ethnic groups, it is

A.argeSt for Blacks tnd smallest for Caucasians. This suggests that if the

instruction received (and not selection_bias)_is responsibre fOr the superior

achievement Of puOils attending'nonpublic schools, the benefits of attending

such schools are greater for minority pupils than-for Caucasians.
.

,,Two further observations on the relationship of-racial/ethnic

group to:reading achievement need to be made. First', it has been suggested

(Jencks, 1972b) that compensato,ry services are unequally distributed, and

that White and affluent pupils receive more sarvices in relation to their

needs than low income.and minority puiils. The Anchor Test StUdy data

Appear to support this hypothesis, since the a ragekachieivement level of

Whitt pupils who are diagnosed as needingxmedial.reading services is

almost the same as the achievement level of Black pupils who are not

dlagnosed as needing such instruction. In addition, about twice as many

Caucasian pupils in the lowest quarter of the MAT norms are considered to

need remeditl iervicet as Blaci br Spanish-surnamed pupils in'the same

quarter,(see Table 4-7y. It appears that different standards are being

applied-for diagnOsing need-for remedial'reading among White and non-White

It is possible to greatly reduce the achJevement differences between'

)pupiltattendinekachools of different percent minority enrollments by

adjusting for both school SEL and racial/ethnic group. This suggests that
e

the observed negative relationship between minority enrollment and reading

achievement is in large oart due to tile relationships among-reading achievement,.

school SEL and pupil racial/ethnic group. we must point out, however,
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that while these adj,ustments haVe,reduced the reading achieVement differencee

among pupils in schools of varied percent minority enrollments by about 77

percent, there still is a 4.2 point difference in average reading achieve-.

ment between ,pupils who attend schools with 1-10 percent minority enrollment

and pupils attending schools of 36-100'percent minority en,rollment! The

-evidence .ponts be-a measurable decline in achievement test.scores with'

inCreasing minority enrollment that does not disappear with the tYibe of school

SEL adjustients that were made in this study.

129
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54 CLASSROOM.CHARACTERISTICSAND READING ACHIEVEMENT
_

r This ch4ter explores the relationships between reading

achievement and two classroOm characteristids: ability grouping and

.class size. These twO Cleisroomyeriables have received conSiderable

f.atttion itthe research literature. However, previous inliestigations

haVe fhiled tolproduce consistent results and have been generally.

inCOnclusive. AmonOlducatOrs, uncertainty persists about the true

relattonihip ofLc100 size or'abilityrouping tO.student.achieveMent.

*43ecameethese two variables are to some eXtent under the control of, ,

sChool administrators;:they hive considerable policy importance and

warrant additional investigation through the Anchor Test 8tudy data.base.

pettion:5.1.eXamines the relationship of ability gkOuping to 'achievement,

while Section,5.2-:'Addresses class size.

5- i %Ability Groulang

5.1.1 Previous Research

The practice of ability grouping and studies of. its' effects On
.

achievement have been reported in.the educational literature since the'

Broadly.defined, ability grouping ie the organization of instruc-'

tional-clisses for'a certain grade levellfi subject

Students exhibit approximately the same level.of

grades, ability grouping generally may abily to al

are.often taught as intact 'Classes thrOu6hout the school day.

.?i. '

The primary rationale for ability grouping is.that is is easier

and more effective to tailor the level of difficulty.of instruction to ttie

ability leVel of a class. Homogeneous grouping on the basis of ability makes

it poSsible.for a teacher to direct instruction or activities at the,perform-

ance'level of more pupils., The psYdhological.foundationi for the practice .

are found in the,iptitude-treatment interaction (ATI) research literature

(e.g., Berliner and Cahen, 19731 Tobias 1976).
,

ter in which all

lity. In elementary\
subjects, since pupils

Over the past 50ars,. hundreds of studies-,6f the effects' of

ability grouping on achievement have been periormed---The results of this re7
-_-

search have varied. In 1968 the National-Eddcatio Asiocfation (NEA) con-



n
,

&toted a cOmpreherisive review of the resiearch on'abilitygrOuping an4

'Selected 50 of the Most-methodologically sound recent reports (NEA, 068a)-, -

NEA differentiated iesults of the studies reviewed by student Ability level.

and bY the direcion of findings: favorable to ability grouping, mixed

effects, and.unfaVorable or insignificant effects. Table 51 'preiente tgeir
.

summary findings.. Other.major.reviews of the literature \cGoldbergi. Pabsow-

and.Justman, 1966; Esposito, 1973) have' reached similar zonOr6sioni.: 'Inshort,

the research on ability grouping is incOnclusive. Although,iMall. effect's

favoring high ability students (oftpn/in

been reported, -these have beenioffset by

students, and many studies have found LIE

ing and achievement (Esposito, 1973).

"enriched" curricula) have sometimes

unfavorable findings for low ability..

relationship betwitenixbility grodP-:

When faced' with a lack of condlusive evidence of béneficial academic

effects,.proponents of ability.lroupinghave often resp6nded that,the prad-

tice has significant nOn-Coghitive benefits. .Ability gY'deping,has,been baid,
,

to,reduce-pupil anxiety and to improve'the quality of social ihieractions

among classmates. However, in schools containing students from,widelY aif-

fekent ethnic and economic background's, ability grouping'can have:the effect.
:::.

ofSegregating students., Once minority and pook children often'have lw

measured ability. The National Opinion Research Center (NORC), in evalaat-
.,

.ing schools involved in the Emergency SchOol *Assistaince-T`ragramIESAP) in 1971,:

found-,-that fifth-grade pupils in ibility'groUped classroom's did,no tettet or .

_worse than pupils in non-grouped classrooms in terms of achiI evement, but that/
).

Ttheir radial.ittitudes were significantly mere negative (NORC,, 1973Y. Other ,

reviews of the literature have reported similar:findtipgS (Eiposito,. 1913; Jencki:

1972b).
_

the NORC study cited above recommended that ability grouping be
;

perMitted in ESAP high schools,,notwithstahdinq.ESAp regulations to the cOri

trary and thenegative tihdings.of the evaluaon. The' reason givenfOr:the

recommendation wasthe apparent prevalence of ',the practipc. Likewise,

Esposito%(1973, p. 164)lesdribes ability grouping.as !la predominant:method
Ar-

a organizing teacher4 and'studenti into instructional units." NEA (1966b)

conducted a survey o which'27 percent of all elementary schools reported.

. , -
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Table 54.--Resu1ts of studiei of effects o

grouping 'on achieVement

-=016
w

Ability level

of 'students
,,,,

Unfavorable or
..............-

Favorable MOed ,

.

,

- Talented 6 18 11 17
. .

.

. .

Average 11 . 12' 10,

Slow 12 10 17

Effects ,

.51

Mb.

I I

Souice: NEA (1968)

132 ,

't)

1

a.

tc,

A'

ft

11,

ft

a. V

s),

,4

=I.



. 0

0

pley grouped all pupils, 45 percent grouped SOZA pupils,.25 percent used

"randde grouping while the, remaining slhools did not report. Teachers
-

andprincipals are also reported(to.favor the practice (Coleman,, 1966;

NEA, 196Sb).,
.

5,1.2 Findings-from Anchoi Test Study Data

.Table 5-2 contains selected statistics from.the Anchor. Test Study

,f6k fifth-grade -pupils by type of abilitylgrouping. lie observe that 18.8

pekcent of all fifth-grade,pupils are enrolled in ability grouped,classes;

81.2 'percent abe in heterogeneously grouped classes. This number is

considerably sinaller hân the .frequency of ability grouping reported at the

schoOi level by NEA (1968b),.suggesting that.the practice may have become

t
..less. common ip the interval between that 'study (1967) and 'the Anchor Test -1

data collection (spring of 1972).

The mean MAT Total Reading' score 'for pupils_ whawere not. grouped

-is 54.0, compared to a total population mean of 53.6. The weighted average

of the reading s'Core means for.thd three categories of ability grou'Ped stu.

gdents-is approximately 51.8. .This difference a 2.2 points between grouied

and not grouped students is statistically significant, but relatively.5small,,

given that the standaid aeviation of the MAt Total Reading score is 1.8 .2.- We

may conclude that, at a univariate level, nongrouped pupils-have a higher mean

rnading score thando grouped pupils, although thiSdifference is slight.

Further exa.pdmation of the data in Section 5.1.3 will.consider;pther-variables
.-

.which may contribute:to the observed difference.

-

.Within the three grouping categOrtes, differences in achievement

are quite lar6e,-in the'neighboihood of 12..to 13 points betw4ep categories.

The nongrouped pupils, like'the "averagerouped pupils; score near the

Population mean. Since groupings were presumably made cm thelbasii of

Measured ability, these obseriations are hardly surprising.- However, inspec-.

tion of the standard deviations sand proportions o: pupils at or below the 50th'

percentile suggests that the assignment of siudents%to groups iknot without
A .

error.. The standard.deviations of the groups range from 15.5 tO'17.37.not IP

'much lower than the overall iapulation standard deNriation of 18,2, ThUs,

ability gravexi0caasses are not greatly more homogeneous than th&overall

'/,
t:

;



Table 5- . Statigi.i:g\for,fifth-grade sample and popolatibm from the AnchoAe5t'0114'

'by classrooill ability grouPing: United.ptites, apring,19

Statigtic

Classroom ability grouping

,

k .

Not ability
Total

gouped

Abbve

.Average

I
lielow

Averw. ge average,-

Number of pupils in sample

Number of sbhools in sample

Estimated number of p.upil ,

in,population (in thousa0s),

Percent 0 estimated number

of pupils,

MAT,Total Rrlding mean

.mAT Total Reading standard

deviatton,

1

MAT-Total Reading standard

,
error of mean

I

Percent of pupils

below the 50th percentile

Standard error below 50th
,

'Percent of.pupils

below the 25th

Standard error below 25th

, .

65,399 52,131 ':31172 5,883 4 262

845 709 . 88 118, 102

4,009 3 255, 176 340 239

,

100

18.2

0.25 .

51.0

.0.6

50.0

1

81.2P 4 .8.5

54.0 65.1' 53,0

18.2 15.8 17.3

0.30 0.96 a0,93

54.0

7 . 2.3

,

I ,

6.0

40.3

1619

. 1.20

2.6

25. 6.0

0. ! 1.2



fifth-iradi populatioitor than the "heterogeneoUs" classrooMi of nongrouped

pupils. Further, 25 perdent of the pupils i.n.the."above-average" group

in fact scored below the 50th percentile; 21 percent of the pupils in the

"below-average group.did not score below the 5041.percehtile. 611 the

basis.ofthe Anchor Test ttddy data-, appro4iMately dne qu taxer pf-the pupils

designed to above-average or belowlraverage groups appear to have been ads-

. clasified. .
That is, with resRect to national norms, these pupils' perform-

-
ance and their grouping category are not considtent. W.rhile some of this

. ,

apparent miselassification may reflect loOal norms,whick are higher or

lower than'nat4onal.norms, the magnitude of the difference warrants further

consideration. The high dedree of apparent misclassification of pupils in
,

ability gfOups may men contribute to the apparentl-ineffectiveness of abilityz
%

grouping as an educational technique, since.the effectiveness of an instruc-
/

tionai procedure tailored to student charadteristics is.dependent upon-the

precision.(reliability)Turittt which the characteristics are measur (Berliner

and Cohen,4973h.
. i/

,In the following sections,°the relationships amp g reading achieve-
? n

ment,-ability grouping and several adher'variables willYbe explored.

5.1.3 Socioeconomic*Level and Ability Grouping. . .

Table 5-3 presents statistics from,ihe Anchor Test 'study by abili

grouping and'socioeconomic levei (SEW.. /The practice of ability'grouping:

' appears mdre pre7alent in- low,-SEi schodis than in middle or higlt-SEL schools.

Overall,-18:8 percent of all fifth74rade pupilswere ability qOuped. How- .

pver, 25.8 percent of pupils in low-SEL schools Were in.some tipb of aW.lity

.//
,.

grouped classroomtas oppose 9/to.16.1 percent in high-SEL echools and 16..9,-
,

_

percent in middle-SEL schoOls. .

Within all,three SEL categories,'we,observe.that the mean MAT Total-

Baading ore forAingrouped pupils exceedd the mean for the grouped-pupjas.

althoughthe differ,fenC'e-is' quite small for pupils.enrplled. in high ancrmiddle-A

SEL sbhools., Prewious'research,has indicited that ability groupingii .

least effective (even-harmful) for lOw ability stUdents.:.\If we-:assume.

_that-the- Concentratton O'suah'ttUdents'is, higher in low-SEL schools...than-
.

in high or middle-SEti"schools, then our observation'thai the largest

/
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%able/ Estimated number and,, percent Of pupils a4 estimated 'HAT total reaing mein by socioeconomic level of school'and

4kility grouping of classrooi:` Grade 5, United 4ates, Sptimg 1972.

Cliesroam 'ability

"grouping ,

..SociOacOnomitleielof,,schobt.'.
, Total High 'Middle

Grade 5'pupils

Total

reading

mein

Grade .5 pupils

Percent

Total

104din&

mean'.

Gtadel pupils

'Total

reading'
,

,meakNumbertj Percent Numbiril NumberSjfercent

Total 4,009 100.0. 53'.6 909 100.0 414 2455 100,0 54.5

Not ability srouped:

Total, 31255 81.2 5441 763 83.9 61.7 .1,790 83.1 54.6

Ability groupect:

Total' k. 754 18.8 51.9 146 16.1 61.1 365 16.9 54.0

Abeve average 176 4.4 651 45* 5.0* 68.8* 102 4.7 65.7

, Average 340 8.5 510 64, 7.0* 62.4* 151 7.0 519
Belocraverageh, 239 6.0 40.3 38* 4.2* 50.1* 112 5.2 43.4

o

Grade 5

umber4 Percent

lotal
'reading

men

946 100.0 43 9

702 74.2 44.3

244 25.8 42.7

29* 3.1* 57.5*

125 112 47.1'

90! 9.5 32.4

* Estimated number'in tho k'nde' /usa . ,

..

* Eitimate based upon saiple'of less than 25 schools.
,. .

;

'!..,t1-;
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groUped/nongrouped difference occbrq'in low-SEL schools Is quite conSiStent

wlth previous research. ,
If weconsider the reverse'pf this logic, that high

ability students are relatively more common in high7SEL schooli, then we would

anticipate,findings favoring grouping in high-SEL sdhools if,ability grouping

benefits high ability students (Esposito, 1973). This difference was not

;observed in the Anchar Test study data.-.However, a mare direct investigation

of the interaction between grouping and pupil ability levelmill be performed

in a later section (Section 5.1.5) where impil IQ range and grouping are

considered.

's *
I,

Referring again to Table 5-3, we note that,ability.grouped impils

iz low-SEL schools are more likely to be,in below average classes than are

,groupeci pupils in either high or middleaSEL schools. This may gontribute to

the apparent negative.effect of grouping at the'univiriate leveli&esented
''

-

ih the previous section. Table 5-4 presents meats for various grouping .

categories adjusted for SEL distributions within categories. The diffekence.

. ,
between grouped and ungrouied pupil Means.is reduced from 2.2 to 0.8 points

4

by this adjustmdht.
,

'

Wg conclude frOm the tables presentedlAn'this section that the ,

'small difference between giouped and nong uped pupils observed.at the,

univariate level al cr,persists over l SEL tegories. Howeyer,the difference

is largely attributable to the fact that ability grouping is more coMmonly

practiced in low-SEL schools than in.either middle'cir high-SrL sChoolS

5.1.4 Pupil Racial/Ethad Group and'Abillty Grouping

Table 5-5 contains statistics from the Anchor Test Etudy by ability
,

groupimg groipizrgpears

be Applired d4fferehtially.t04upils of different racial/ethnic charac-

teristicS:,_MinOrity pupils,were enrolled in,ahality grouped classrooms

more frequettly than either CaucaiianTupils or the total ,population.

For all fifth-grade pupils in the Anchor Test StUaY.Sample, we observed

that 18.8 percent were.in groupedclassrooms. Howeer, 25.6 percent of

. .

*Due to the skall nuMber of pupils:in other categories, data are %reported.

001p.for:'Eladk,)Spanish-suinamed and-CaUcisian. pupils in Table: 55. .



Table 5-4.LEstimated MAT1Tota1 Reading mean and estimated NATTotal Readingkiean

adjusted for school SEL by ability groupih status: United States, spring/ 1972.

Not All grouped

grouped categories .'

Above
Rerage

mrage

Below,

.average

:"

Raw mean : 54.0 '61.8 65.1 . 53.0 40.3

Adjusted mean 53.8 53.0 : 64.6, 54.2 42;3

bifference , 442 .44.2 -0.6, +1.2 . +2.0

'4 !,; .;10



Table 5-5. -- Ystimated number

1

apd percent of pupils and estimated MAT-Total Reading mean, by

racial group ,of pupil and by'ability grouping of classroom; Grade 5, United

States, spring 1972.

RacicAl ethnic group oflIgl

Classroom ability

grouping.

All pupal** Black Slig0\-isdriamed

Grade 5)upila'

Total

reading

NOD

Grade 5 pupils heading

mean

Grade 5 pupils

Total

reading

meanlumber4 [Percent Numbert Percent Number41 Percent

Total 4,009 100.0 53.6 553 100.0 36.3 199 100.0, 40.6

Not ability, rouped:

'Total 3,25'5 81.2 54.0 405 73.2 36.5 148 , 74.4 41.1

Ability grou ed:

Total 754 18.8 51.9 148 , 26.8 35.8 51 25.6 39.1

Above average 176 4.4 65.1 16 2.9 49.9 8* 4.0* 54,7*

ANcrage

gelow average

30

.239

8,5

6.0

53,0

40.3

60

72

10.8

13,0

40.0

28.9

13

20

11.6 '

10.0

39.9 ,

32.)

Caucasian

I Total

Crack 5 puelilreading

Wert I Percenti mean

3,178 100.0 57.6

2,640 83.1 57.6

538 16.9 57.6

147 4.6 67.2

252 7.9 57.4

139 4,4 47.5

EstimAted number in thousands.

Estillti based upon sample,' of less than 25 schools.

**Include! All racial/ethnic groups.
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Spanish-surnamed pupils and 16.8 percent of.Black pupils were found to be

in ability grouped classrooMs. Further, these pupils were more likely than

Caucasian pupils to be assigned.to average or below average groups. These

findings' aie consistent with:the allegation noteekby Eposito (1973) and

Jencks (1972b) that ability grotping has"the effeCt of increasing.the

concentration of minority pupils in lad ability classrooms.

Results relating' to'achievement test performance by racial/ethnim

group are mixed. Caucasian pupils, comprising 79".'percent of the total.fifth-
,

grade population, evidence no difference in performance whether in grouped -...,
C

-,_ -:--; _

ornongrouped classes. That is; the mean MAT Total Reading score for non-
.y

grouped Caucasian pupils is exactly the samp as the,total population14am
.

\

for Caucasians. Blacks ahd Spanish-surnamed pupils show a small difference
1

favoring hetero egneous grouping (the not-ability-grouped mean is-\ higher

than the.total mean,for these two groups). The relatively small sampl

sizes involved for racial/ethnic groups other than Caucasian limits our

confidence in,;these findings and the differences noted above are not

We conclude tht ability grouping appears to have little or no

differenail'effect on'pupils of:different radial/ethnic origins except

that minority pupils are taught in ability grouped classrooms more-frequently

than Caucasian pupils.- The extent to which this is a consequence of the

number of minority stUdents enrolled in ldw-SEL schools (where-grouping is

more prevalent) is not known. If.grouping weie seledtively applied to

mdnority pupils, then the effect would be-for low-SEL schoolkto exhibit

relatively more ability grouiing-than middie or high-SEL,schools. The

present date do not allow-us to make ani causal.statements concerning the

. reasons that,minority pupils and low-SEL schools are involved in ielatively.

_more groUping t.Ln Majority pupils Or higher-SEL ichools. Further examin;.-

tion.of this phenceenon is in order to determine whether"it represents

racial or socioeconomic discrimination.

, -
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5.1.5 Reported ItTand-Ability Giouping

Much of the reseaxch on the academic effets-Ok ahility'grouping

suggests that its effect may,be difierent for Pupils of different "ability.."

Ability grouping has Sometimes been shown to be effective fOr "high ability"
-

students but more

of "low ability.,

partially confir

joint reltgnshWLof dbility,grouping and student IQ range.

We obse

equally to pup4s t all levelsof,TQ.: For each of the.foUr.I6 range .

citegories up-to 11 -125, the liongr6uped pupils have the same mean is the

total population, indicating no difference between ability groupea and notr

grouped pupils at those ;evils. In the !'above 125,!! range, there is a

small but nonsignicant-difference favoring heterogeneous grouping.
,

often'it appears to be ineffective or harmful to pupils

The Anchor Test Study data_ discussed.in Section 5.1.3

observation. Table 5-6 aliCks examination of the

from Table 5-6 that ability grouping is applied about

;

These.findings do not provide,any suPport for the-proposition

that ability grouping is beneficial for high abilitl; pupils, since pupils

'in the "above 125" IQ range in nongrouped classrooms have slightly

higher mean than pupils in the samp IQ range but in grouPed classrooms.

1

This lack of effect may be due to the fact that nearly half 47 percent)

of grouped pupils in this range _were "average" or.even "b,low'average"

groups' where the effect of enrichment or acceleration-would ii:;4.t be Preient:

. Sual ambiguity is less present among pupils in the."below 75" IQ range.
-

Here also, we found no dieference between grouped and_not grouped pupils 1

and thus cannot provide support to.the hyppithesis that ability grouping is
0

harmful to low ability students.

- Classroom Enrollment

Previous Research;

Like ability gXouping,. classroom enrollment has been a pppulir topic

of educational reSearch for many years.. A review'of the researCh literatur4

by Shane (1961) identi,fied studies datingback to 1896. Shane traced. research

'through the 1920s and noted.a decline in the number of studies performed on

the effects,,'Of dlassSize because most previoUsLresults:had shownclasisize,'
r

°



n'

+Sicategories of ability_grot*.41-assrootrondtted.,

4Bstimated number in thousands,

p.

.

Table 566.- fstimated number and,percent'of
,pupils and estimatOMAT Total.Reading mean, by lplassrOom ability,

.grouPing and.bY reported ,of pupil: Grade,5, United Btates, Spring 1972:

',iv'

Retorted

IQ of

Total

,Grade+ u tls

N er Percent

Taal
Reading

mean

afsroom a i ity grouping

Not ability.grouped
Total

Giade 5 tupili Beading

Numberlrj Percent mkan

4? Total

Below 15

15-89

90-110

1111125

Above 425

Not, reported

4 e 106.0

(6.' 106,0

10,13,0

1/471 , 100,0

.1'69 100,06

209, 100.0

11040 100.0

4;
.4404.44

Ability gropya
Total4

Grsdel u ils

N ercent.: . seen

53.6 31255 81.2 (54,0, 755 18,8 -i 51,8

r

27.9 62 72.1 1,28.2 ,,'.24
27,9 21;1

36,0 333° I 76,9 36,2 100 23.1 0 35.3

52.3, 11208, .82.1 52,5.

/

264 `.. 17,9 51,2/

68,4 642 - 83,5 68.5 128 16,6 67.4

78.4 173 , 82,8 , 78;5 , 37 17;7 75,8

49,i 837, 80.5 49.2 204 ,
i

19.6 47.9. .

S. ,

0

401e"

fry

1,0

4.,
14



tO 'haVe o .if feat% _However ,Arith-the'inirOdUctiOn of 'netI''rilethads Of eduCt...

tionelyte -nnaogy,-(conlputer7euipted. instruction,-televisiOn', =eta,-

lete_l950 and-earl-Y(196os, inferest in-the,effeateofolass,siie:was.
. . , .

.rekindled oPredently,-interestim.the topic-IS:alio MotiVated.by. econciiia.

Aluestions .110W)flanY,1D1441S-can be taught effectiVelYin.the Same Claps
: /.

In A larg schooltsYSteliv,..the differenCe.betur.ded..a.maximuM.cleds/Size ,

_4of 25 an one' Of:30 can..meen a,cost(or-savingS) of thousands of dollars
.

in teacfer taleried..per year. Since class size . liMits are, becominT.a
v.

bargaining.tOpicAn teacher contraCts lEducation Daily, 1976). research',
_!

. _

----.
, on, the subfect.hes, assumed new imortance.T.

Class.size.iS-simply the rinber Of pupils:enrolled in a given ciess.:

roam: and it'a'rough indicator of, the aMbunt.of human-rev:S.11=64 (teacher

time) received by .pUpils. There':isthe postib4J/.ty that résaurces (ind'truc...*

tional_time and/or services)- will be differenti.ally:diStribUted to:pupils. /
within a'clessroom,-so class- size 02:: seAsibp.n6 'mewls a perfect indicator

% --

of resaurces received. Some currenteti.T./es ok the effects of educational..

,
.resOurees'are being:designed to. captur /this difference At the student.*

level ('c/anScko, etel., 1976). Allot r inditatoraf the.amount of 'eather.
.

resources available to students is he pupil/teacher ratio, which is

tively class size divid4d by theiUmber of instructional perdonnel. Ina

conventional clasSrooM, class,d1.ze and pupil/teacher ratio are:interchange-t

able. However,"when,more than One adult is present in a classroom (as when
n

/
team teaching orteacher a*des are employed),00JiMportent difference

. .

between thetwO'measUres/emerges. More resources.are'delivered to a pupil
,

in a o0.ast of 40 with *1 teachers than a 'clads of 30 with t*..single teacher:

-In the Anchor.Test Study data; we cannot4etermine,if'the large classes in
-, .

.

the, sampre,have more than one teaCher.

The presumed educational benefits of small class sizes derive

e from the-Opportunity fOr increased student/teacher contact. This allows

the teacher to spend-more time
Yworking with indiVidual pupils es needed,

.

allows the opportunity to learn the.abilities (and limitations) .drindividual

pupils more thoroughly,-etc. In addition, small olasses are easier to

4wvcontrol than large clastes, reducing the incidence of diiciplinarY prOblems

j and disruptions. For any given numberof pupils in a school district,

small,classet are more expenSivethan,large Classes because they requi.re

.94'
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'

e. employment of more teachers and can, even'require adhitionalclassroom

space. These economic

_reducing class sizes.'

costs &se the primary significant reasong for not

*:, Since,ieductidn in the size of 4asses'is expensiVe, can the prac-
,;,..: ... .

tice be justified because.it bringswith it improved achisvement?. Current'

reiearch4iteratmre based OnJarge:scale studieSis uniform in finding that .

'class Size ii not:Significantly associated yith.achievement. In.the EquAli'ty7!'

of Educational!OpportunitY (Coleman, et-al.:, 1966), Coleman States.:
t ,

6,

;
..

.
. .

4 "pupi1/teaCherratio shdws a coesistent lack.bf relatiOn
..to achieveMent!for All groups.under all conditiOns."... (ID. 312)

k,

kosteller and.Moynihan (1972) consider the Coleman report

ts the definitive study of the relationship bet;:ieen,Class

ment; finallyyddcumenting in unequiVocal:form the'lack of
.,

and its data to

size and achieve-

4.sOciatiOn ofA

clAss- size and achievement...Coleman (197) and JenckS (1.97.24), also Writig

.
in Mosteller and Moynihan's On the'Ecidality of Educational- Opportunityt. don-.

'cur that no relationship'between'clasS'siZe and achievement can be found in

the.ColeMAn data.

Other studits focused more eXpiicitly0pn class siz4 policy decisions,.

. have'reported'similar findings. Dessart and Frandsen (1973) report reviewing

studies'of mathematics instructiOn in which-class.siZeS up to 69 pupilSy

were .employed without unfavorable results.: Carpenter and'HallA1971). in

their repor't on the.Office of Economic .Opportunity perfoiwance,contraeting
-, -

experiments, foUnd.that classes of 40 to 60 pupils,show.apdroximately the -
. /-

same 1evels Of achievement as classrooms of 25 Or lewerpupils: Averch,,et ai._ .......... _
. .

(1972) And mayeske etal. 419701-report that.."school:resourceswhich'inclUdo
. .

class size among other factors (such ai teacher,salaries, per'pupil'expem-
,

.diture, etc.), account for somewhere between 1 percent and 5 percent .of the

that "noVariance.instudent achieVement. Averch, et al: (19721 conclude
,

,

School resource is- cOnsistently related to student outcomes:"
. . _

. ...

Summers and.WOlfe (1974) studied educational achievement in the

-PhilAdelphia pODliC sChoOls: Their conclusions were that low achieving
. _

.

pupi;p6could.be taught inclasses ofAilo to 28 pupils without detriMental ,
.:

.effects,,While otherstudents could be enrolled in classes of up to 33

.4'

--14J -
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pUpils without-negative effects. The observation.that'Waohieying pupils

may benefit from sMaller classes ii'the only way in'which the generai'finding..

that class:size is not related to achievement is challenged in tlievlitera-
,

ture.,

5.2.2, Findin

Table 5 7 oontains statistics from the Anchor Test Study by

class size. Most (55.7 percent) of the,fifth-grade pupils in 19* were '

taught in clasSes ha:1'ring enrollments between,24 and 31, The median clads

size is estimaied to be withU7the 28-31 pupil interval. Considering thel.)
-

extremes Of the class size range, we find 14.1 percent of all fifth-grade

^'puOils in classes of'23 or.fewer pUpils and 13.3 percent in.claSdSi OAS. .

. .

or more.

TheXe is no'consistent Pattern of differences in reading;ichievement

means over,the ran§e. of Class size.categorieS. IndiVidUal Oategoky.meana

range from 524 to 54:9, coMpaxed to a total population mean Of:.53:6:, NO

class site'categorY.mean is Significantly different from the. population

-mean. The afference'between caAgOrieS°With:the'higheat and'lowest means:

(2427 and'32-34), is 2.9 points.and is stay.Stically significant but small.

InformatiOn 'concerning the proportion of pupils below th4-:50th and:25th

- Percentiles confiris..41ftibdesrvatiOn made about mean li#27 TOtallkdading

scores: :there is little difference.aMong.the'ClaSs'siZe,categories. .1,he

.standard deviations of the reading_scoret for each of the five''Olass size

categories are slightli larger than the population standard deviatiOn,

furtfier'eyidence of the lack.of a class siie effect on-achievement.,

65.2,3 - School Socioeconomic Level and Clads Size

Some authors;such as Jencks (1972b)., haVe suggested that the

, occasional finding that class size is associated with _achievement is an
416

1artifact of the relationship of other variables to achievement. For.examplef.

a scho61 district7which haD available the financial resources to support
. 0 ,

4
small classes may have other attributes which, are known to have a direct
'ff

:relationship to achiev'ement (such as high-per-pupil expenditure on education-
.°

or high community SES): Table 5-8 shows the,joint relationship of-Olass
.

size and schoorSEL to achievement.
,

101
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, e

for Wthrgrade eamph and-Topulatio00 the Anchor'Teet Study'
,

4 .,by classroom enrollmentt ;United Statesoprinv1972,

r

Statistic,

C1aisrbom enrollosnt.

0

(Total 1-23 24-27 .28-31 32-34 35 or more ,

. 'Number of pUpfts in sample

Nimber of sabools in Sample:

Estimateumber of pupils

in population. (i0housands)
'

;

4rcent oreskimat4nuglber

N
,of.pupilsH.

.

399 '6,883 15 088 , 21,970 11,94 9 511

845" .273
,z

,299 360 ,209 133

4,009 564 946 1,286 678 535

toot 14 1 23,6 32,1 V 16,9 113,3

I

' MAT Total Reading me, ari, 53.6 53.0 4.9 53,8 52(.0 53,5

iiAT Total' Reading
18,2

si4ndaid,

de'vlation
A

''.1411' Total Readin§standard

error of mean .

151

, Percent. of pnpili
below'the 50th .percentile

.1,Stalidard error 'belOw

1

Percent of 14'4s' 4

below the 25th"percenti1e
'

standaid gror below 25th

.18,7 18,6 18,7 19.1

0,25 ; 0,69 0.58 ,0,52 0.82

51.0 48.0

26%0

51,0 54.0 -51.0

1. 1.8 2;2

22.0 25.0 2 0

.0,.5 4 1 5 1.2, 1;1 1.8' 2.1

I.
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',., Iable 5-8. 7: Estimated number.andlerceot of pupils and eitimaed;MAT Total Reading,teani, by locioeconomiclevel of schoel and b

'enrollmeht, of. ciaosroom: grade 5 Unitedtates,Antbg 1972:
. / 1

,i ,

A\

Enrollment of

classroom,.

Total

1-21

24-27

2801

,4-34

35 d'r more

'

Total

Total

Gude 5 u 1let Reading

NumberS Percent mean

,

(

Socioeconomic level of yhool

High Middle,

Total:

Grade 5 u iis . Reading Grade 5 u I

Number* Percent mean gumber.t ercent

4,009 100.0 53.6 909 100.9

I

564 14.1 , 53.0 96 .10.6

946 23.6 54.9 252 ,27.7

1 286 32.1 53.8 324 35.6

678 169 52,,0i , 122 13.4

535 13,3 53,$ 115 12.7

. 0

4. Estimated:iumberin,thousands.

144

4

Low .

loud Total

Reading, Grade 5 pupils Reading

mean, Numberq Percent mean

61.6 2,155 100.0 54.5 946 , 100,0

62.6 , 312 14'.5 53.9, 156 16.5

61.8 ° 504 2314 55.6 191 20.2

61.4 680 31.6 54.3 , 283 ' 299

60.9 376 17.4. 54,3 180 190

62.8 284 13.21/53,7 136 14.4

1

4

45.4 '

43.9

44.9

41,8

4510

4
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Inspection of the cell.means in.Table 5-8. indicatei that there are

no.major differences.among class size categories within levels of school

However,' the means of the SEL levels do 'not overlap one another.

That is, all high-OL class size categories haVe means in the 60s1 all mid-
,

dle-SEL class size categorise have means, in the 50s and all low-SEL class

'size categories have means in the 40s.

Thete appear .to be relatively More pupils from low-SEL schools and

, relativeli.fewe"r Pupils from hig -SEL.schoola in the 1-23 and'131.-34 class
't

size categories; This suggests that adjustment of the class.size category,

.- means for school SEL zlifferences may,be informative. 'Table .5-9 contains' .

the result of this adjustment. As can be seen from Table 579 the already
. .

elan differences.among clase-size categories are further reduced, leading

%to the conclusion suggested bY-Coleman, et al. (1966) and others, that

class sizellis no consistent relationship to achievement.v

.

5.2(.4 .
Pupil Racial/Ethnic Group and Class Size

Table 5-10 presents statistics from, the Anchor Test Study by.

class size and pupil racial/ethnicgroup. The MAT Total Reading mean'
. -

differences observed foi both class eize'and racial/ethnic grOup described

elsewhere 'axe fairly,consiStentwithin the rows and columns.of this table.

That.is, the overall pattern of class size meahs'is copsistent within'each

racial/ethnic group and'the ranking of.racial/ethnic group means,is relatiVely

Consiatent within each class size category. (There:are some exceptioni to

this latter statement, but thoee means.are based on such small samples that

our confidence in the data is severely limited.)
,

In Table 5-10 there appears to be a relationshiP between the popu-
, -

lation class-size category mean and the relative number' of Caucasian pupilS

in that category. Por example, 82.7 percent of the pupils in the 24-27

Pupil"clais-Size.category are Caucasian (compared:to 79.3 perdent overall) and

this,category has the highest MAT Total'Reading.mean; the 82-34 pupil class
-

siZe category is only 74:1 percent Caucasian.and it has the lOwest mean

Table 5.11 preients the results obtained when clase size category means are

adjusted for racial/ethnic group membership. Thisprocess also reduces the

differences among class size:Categories, es ecially in'the,middle range of

sizes (24-14 pupils), as' did the adjustment or'school SEL reported in

Table-5.9.
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Ta1e 5-9.--Estimated MAT Total Reading mean and Estimated,MAT Total Reading, Mean sdjusted

for school SU, by classroom enrollment*: united States,* spring, 1972

tl

E.,

dimmonMmolk,

AIMS

Classrbom enrollment

Statistic.

Raw mean

Adiusted:mean

Difference
,

.
1-23 2427 28-31 32-34 35 'or lore

53,0 ., 54.9 ,53,8 52.0 I, 53,5 ,.

53.9 /54.,3 . 53.5 .52.1/
, (

+0.9 ( 70.6 ,
,,o 3 40. +0 2

I
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Table Estimated timber and percent of pupils and estimated HAT '2)41 Reading 11"o by raciaVethniC group of pupil and by

enrollment of clasoroom: Grade 5, United States, Spring 1972'.

Enrollment of'

classroom
1.4

, Total

1-23

24-27

28-31

32-34

35 or tore

Racial/ethnic groul.of pukil

Total** Black S nish-eurnamed

, Total Total, Total

Grade 5 pupils Reading Grade 5 pupils Reading Grade 3 pupils. ktiding

Numberil [percent mean Number$ I Percent mean Robert percent mean

4,009, 100.0 5,3.6 553 100.0 36.3 199 100.0 40.6

564 14.1 53.0 66 11.9 35.7 31 15.6 ,42.3

946 23.6 54.9 119 21.5 37.3 7 33 , 16.6 39,2

1 fre' 32.1 53,8 172 314 36.9 67 33,7 40.0

678 16.9 52.0 114 20.6 35.0 44 22.1 39.3

535 13.3 53.5 83 15,0 3$,7 25 '123 44.01

Total ,

Reading

Number4 Percent mean

3,178

453

,782

1,026

502,,

414

_A100,0

)
,57.6

14.3 156.1

'24,6 58,3

32.3 57.7

154, 57.1

13.0, 57,S

Estimated number in ttkusends.

:r** ludo; all pcial/ethnic groups.

l"

0

,

, 4



0

Table 541, -- Estimated MAT Total Readi.nglean rand EstipateemAT Total

for pupil racial/ethnic group; bg c4isrboM enrollment:'
,

,/

Reading mean adjusted

'Grade. 5/ United States/

, spring/ 1972 ,

. ,

Statistic

,Raw mean_

,

. Adjusted mean ,

Difference.

0

,

enrollment

1010+71061...... 10

2472,

I!

28731 . 32-34 ,35 or mire

53,0 54:9

,52A8 54,4

53.8

53;8,

0.0 +1

,

. 52.0
1

534

53,5

53,9

, +0,4



of Findings

In Chapter Five the univariate'relationships Of two claisroom

characteristics (classroom ability groUping and classroom enrollment) with

reading achievementere examined. A.revieW of the literatUre 'revealed,

that-research donducted\over the past 50 years concerning the effect of

ability grouping on achievement has yielded Mixed results: sone studies

have hal positive findings,'Some negative findings and some nulf-findings.:---

This pattern of-results is often interpreted to indicate that the practice

of ability grouping among elementary school pupils has nO relationship to

achievement. Data from the Anchor Test Study sample support this con-

clusion, since only small univariate differences between grouped and,non-,

grouped pupils were-found. Because ability grouping'appears more prevalent

in low-SEL schools, these differences were\adjusted for school SEL and we're

found to be reduced even further.

Som-e'authors have suggested that ability grouping has.some benefits

7'for high abil0.ty pupils but is not effectiVe (or May be harmful) for low-

ability4pupils. Examination of the grouped vs nongroUped differences for

jvarying.lavels'of reported IQ indicated that there is'no significant difference

in either direction between grouped and ,nongrouped pupils at any level of IQ.

---- --On theipasis of the a'bove-analyses, 'there is norevidenCe that ability

grouping is associated with differences in the acadethic performance of

fifth-:grade pupila, either positivelor negatively'. This is Consistent
-

with previous investigatiOns'of the topic. However, n6te.that tkIe-pro-

portion of Pupils,Who are ability grouped is, considerabiy.tmaller.than

found-in previous surveys. The Anchor'Teat'Study data:can provide no

information relevant t:o the debate over the.affe6tive and .social -effects of

grouping.. However,,it is possible to conclude-with some confj.dence 'that: .

(40- the practice of Ability grouping in elementary'schools hasno.observable
------- -

relationshipto achievement:- and (b) the'practice.appears to-Le declining in

popularity.

, Class size is often identified as:an important measure of school
,

- resources.,.and aducationalt"guality,o.yet reduction in claa'a enrollMent is
.

.

Very costly and itseffecfi-on achievement is debated.' As was the\tase 46r
,
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ability grouping, previous studies of class-size and its relationship to

--- achievement have .been inqonsistent in their finainge; although moet large
-

studies have fouild class size to be unrelated to achievement. The Anchor

Test Study data contain no evidence to contradict this observation: ,class

_size was found essentially_unrelated to rdading achievement. sUggestions

that there is some point beyond which achievement is adversely affected

by increases in class siie cannot be sUpported by this data, although

'1 the data may be too imprecise to locate such break points. In summary,

tor the range of class sizes contained in.the Anchor Test Study sample,

*there is no consistent relationship between.class siie and readin4 achieve=

ment. ,

Neither class size nor ability grouping were found to have any

significant relationship to reading achievement: Thus, the decision-by a
4

schdol to employ ability grouping or,to reduce (or increase) class sizes

shourd be Made on coneiderations,other than the possible effect such a

deeision.yOuld Have,on reading achievement. Further research is needed

.into the effect .of-class size'since, as noted by, Jehqks (1972b), some of

. .

.its actual effectelmay be obscured,by a confounding ofcommunity charac-

ceristics (especiailyeociOecoromic-status) and Class size.: 'wealthier

communities are more likely to'haveindtd,spehd the monies necessary:for.

smaller clasSes. Further, other varialLes that might also be ralated to

achievement, such as teacher characteristics or curriculum methods, cannot

be addressed by the present study but deserve further a al is. For

example,- why have,some studies of Ability grouping foufld it to be effective

,for high achievers (NEA, 1968)? Comparison of effective and not effective

grouped classes may help to answer this question. Likewise, a controlled .

study of class size variation withi^ schools of coMparable size, SEL, and

percent minority would provide a definitive answer to the questions which

. cannot be obtained from studies of naturally occurring variation. HoweVer,

over the observed range of variation, neither ability grouping nor class

size had any appreciable relationship to reading achievement.
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6,0 CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

:.The present monograph has examined the relationship occertain school,

cl;ssroom and.pupil vatiables.to reading achievement.among fifth-grade'PuPils.

Moet of the school a d pupil variables studied were found-to haVe some rela-
.

tiOnehiP with achievement. Among school varieblee the socioeconomic level
.

. _

_of the schoOl (SEL), a tOUgh indicator Of the' affluence .d.f the.communities in
%

Which echools ate located; and school.control (Publicve..Non7public); showed

strong relationships with achievethent, while amok; pupil variables., primarY.

language, diagnosed need for remedial reading and racial/ethnic group evidenced

important relationehips with aChievement.

These observations are not surprising. Tne research literature on7

educational background variables has.consistently. found such factors to

relate to achievement. In other cases, when coneidering.such variables as

, remedial reading diagnosis or pupil primary .language, the fact that such

variables are related to reading achievement 'is almost a logical consequence

of the variable itself. For example, performance on previoui standardized

.tests of reading may well havebeen a factor #vdetidingthat a.partiCular

pUpi1 was in need of remedial. services.

Most of the variables mentioned above represent educational parameters
.

within which schools must operate. 'While knowledge Of the relationship of

such variables to reading.achievement is important for in understandingof

the learning process., they have few direct implications for the activities of

schools and their personnel. Howevet, the Anchor7est.Study data base does

contain three:variables of policy.interest: ability grouPing, class size,

And grade-five.percent minority. Findings relating to these.variables lead

directly to statements about school practices.

The preceding analysis leads to4he conclusion. that class size and.'

ability,grouping variables have no important indvendent relationship to

reading achievement. Pupils who are in grOuped classrooms perform-about the

sathe as pupile in ungrouped classroom,.settinge; likewise,-pupils in classes,.of

one size perform about the same as pupils in classes of any other size. On

the other-hand, the negative relationship between grade-five percent minority en-

rollment and reading achievement is substantially reduced but not entirely

eliminated by the adjustments made.in this tudy'for school SEL'and pupil

racial/ethnic group:.

A
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Since we.basiefound that ability:groupincrand.Class:eizeeptear to

be unrelated to reading achievement, a schbol aOministratbr May make chanee

in policy concerhinC.these variebles without ::14,4pecting"major)positive or

negatiVe effects on reading aphieveMent from.these chihgeS alone

- This is nOt to.say thet eiackchanges wi.13: have :n6 consequences 0*;etever. The

-noncognitive effecti-of ability.grouping havebeenthe sgbject Inf much (albeit

A.nconclusive) reSearch; clasS Size ih an important issue in'ileacher union

:86ht,ractsend may-be related tothe ability Of a teacher to maintain order in

i classroom. The Anchor Test Study data base contains no information to ellOw

us to investigate these issues, but,further:investigation,of the noncognitive

correlates of theS'eltwo. variables would be illuminating. In.addition, a more

detailed study of the independent effect'Of percent minority enrollment (perhaps

in,schools which are:in the process of changing their racial balance through

court-ordered desegregetion) would test the findings we.have obtained in-another

'.ilanner. We believe that'additiOnal tesearCh on the'relationship-between either

size Or ability grouping and achievement on the national leVel would mit .

be fruitful given our results and a body'Of literature alsosfinding no con-'

sistent relationships.

Ancither policy-related finding is the evidence.of possible inequity

or criterion discrepancy in' the distribution of remedial reading services

suggested by study of the remedial reading diagnosis variable. While diagnosiircY

Of need is mot neCessarilyevidence, cif the delivery of,services, itis a good

proxy variable. Since.it is not atdireCt'Measure, investigation using mite

exact measurement of.Service delivery is iR order..

'We-Cbserved.that..Black:and Spanish7surnamed pupils, appear to be

diagnosed as needing remedial reading,less'often'than Caucasian pupils at

e:given level'of performance. Rele.O.Ve-totaucaeian pupils, edispropor-

tionately low.nUmber of Minority pupil-t'Were diagnosed, as needing remediall

1 readlp47-Fervices when compared. to the proportion of sUch students in the

loWestqUarter.of the MAT Total Reading Scale. In addition, twideas

,.many'SpanishSurnamed pupils were considered to havetenlindicap.because

their'primary language-ls not, English (30.7 percent) tha4 were diagnosed as

ileeding remedial reading (15.6 percent). While .the proportion of Black and

1

Spanish-surnamed pupils considered to.require remedial reading instruction
. .

is.greater than the-proportion of Caucasians so diagnosed, other-evidenCe

suggests that.their-need is greater still.
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çhe pólicy'implication of this 'general finding i/s. that the funding

agericies which support cOmpensatory reading progalis (sgch.ai Title I or

various state, compensatory Programs) should take, steps-to.define and assure

e equitable distribution ofe,services, although more direct data on service
, .

deliyery (rather than diagnosed need) will be necessary before taking any

major actions..
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,APPEND;XA y

7-SUMMARY7OF SAMPLE-DESZdNIAND-SURVEY=.,METHODOLOGY

The sample design for the norming phase of the Anchor

Test Study called for the selection of a stratified x4ndom sample

of 940 schools from the universe of all public and non-public,

schools in the United=StateS- which contain at Least one of the

grades 4, 5, Or 6.

Each sc.;i6ol.listed in the universe.data source was,

assigned a measure of size based upon total enrollment in grades

4-6. After first haying been grouped into 47 "major strata,"

,
schools were further subdivided into a total'of 410 "final Strata"

Ofapproximately equal aggregate'size. The final strata were'

defiried in such a way that schools within a given final stratum

wcitild be similax..to one another in'terms of_the follong varia-

bles (*listed\in, the approximate order'of priority in which they

were used to 4fine major and final strata):

Control of sc hool (Public, Catholic, Non-public
Non-Catholic)

'N Size of school system (schools in one of the 50
largest school districts, schools in,other large
copnties/ all o'dher.schools),

Percentage of minority children.in
,

not available, percent minority in
coMmt. lity (eight categories)

InCome level,of cbMMunity in which schbol i

located (nin categories)

Region of coun ry in:which scho6l is located'

(four categorie based on Census classification)

school or,, if
surrounding

,

1)egree of urbanz
is located (seven

,tiOn of community in which school
\categories) .

\,
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From each 'of the (470 final sG`trata, two sàhools were "-=
. _ .

selected randomly with probability.,proportional to size. This

provided the primary norming phase sample of 940schools.,

At

set Of tip to
each primary

,

A

the same time the primarwample was selected, a

five potential substitute schbols was 'selected for

school.. In addition, A."supplementary" sample,of'

qmblic schools not represented on the public school bhiverse date.

file was selected. This,sample consisted'of 20-schools.

0
The research design Called for,administr2atidn of the

14.-

Word Knowledge and Reading subtests of the Metrdioolitan Achieliement_

Tests (MAT)* to all 4th, 5th, and 6th grade-pupils-in each of the

sampled schools, with'the exdeption of pupils withosesere:lang6:ge''

impediments and Of:pupils officially 'classified as mentallY or:

emotionally handicapped. d,

School

'andoto

The principal in each school was asked to appoint a

Coordinator to supervise the test administrationAarocess,

provide certain descriptive information about the sChOol

and about each classroom in grades 4-6. In addition, Test, Ln-

istrators (usually'the appropriate classroom teachers) were ap7,

=4oined to administer the MAT arid to provide basicAinformation

about the characteristics of each pupil tdsted.
1

1

Of the 940 schools in theprimaryAample, 27 were found

to be.non-existant or otherwise ineligible, and ,87 refused totpar-
-,

ticipatdin'the study. 'The remaining 826'priMarv sample schdoolp

(90.4% of those eligible) did participate,\ and .80 of the 87 mon-.

cceratin4 schools were replaced by appropriate Slii3ihtitute s"chobls.

Of the 20 "supplemental-schools" selected, 12-(60%) Participated,in
-

the studK. Altogether, usable MAT test_ data were- ohtained fdr

192,749 pupils in a total of 91.8 schools.

.$ ":
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EaCh of these plipils was assigned a i4eight fo; use in

.
estimation%, The.weight was the product of two components: a

schopl weight '(the'inverse of the school's probabiliity of selec-.

ion, a4justed'by grade fin- school nonresponse) and a pupil weiCrht

iCansiiting solely of(a pupil nonresponse adjustment, since the

'design,called for a 100% sample of grade-eligible pupils within

e-ach samplel'school)., In effect, the product of these two com-
.

ponents indicates the aPproximate number of:pupils ip the rotal

population -(of 4th1, 5th, or 6th 'graders, as the case mav be) re-:

presented by any given pupilfin the norming phase sample. For

fdrthei,information abOut the sample design and methodology of the

Anchor Test.,Study, see the 1974 NCES publication: TheAndhor'

Test,Study: Aqie Equating and Norming of Selected Aeading AchieVe-
.

ment'.Tests.

, 4 The tables contained in this report are blsed upon the

norming phaseample of 65,399 grade five'pupils, drawn from a
, -

total of 845 primary and substitute schools. Sixty-two schools-in

. the original normin9 phase sample contained no fifth grade.Pupils

and; thus, are npt represented in the pteSent analyses. , The grade

*-7suppleTental sample",'consisting of 662 pupils fromr11 schOols,

was alsakeYcluded froM the analyses. One of se-eral considerations/
,

.- - leading-i-t this excluision was
i

that bdcause of the rather poor re-
.

.

sPopse r e for schoolls in this subsample, it was felt to be of ,

. ,

-, ,
,

,

.questionable value ifi representing a 'Small aripl,s, omewhat obsbure;

universe - public schools not includedin 'the pliblic schoo/ un3./Verse
- /

. ,

file'.
,

/ )
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APPENDIX B .

FACSIMILES OF SCHOOL COORDINATOR AND TEST ADMINIBTRAMOR RE0ORT Minn

School and ClassrooM Items, from School COordinator's Report Form

'

' Verity the data printed on this label --=-9w
and make any corrections required adjacent to the

incorrect informaiion. After checking the accuracy.

Please complete the remainder of this form.

Your whool phone Area Code Number

Name of person completing this form

Please complete s 1 and 2 below by checking the appropriate boxes:

I. On which ot 'allowing date(s) do you plon oo adMinista the tests?

o your school, turn to page '2.
.. . i

If the standard din structure does not apply to your school, observe the following rules: /
....

Date -Date -

at 83344

I. Ungraded, "Unclassed." Ad "Rotating Cla.u" Schools --

°.(1) Students should be assigned for purposes of testing to grades according to Cie level they would beasdgned if they were in a graded-
.' school..

-
,

.
(2) Students within each grade level shduld bc assigned .to "testing grouns" conveniently sized for test administration. These "testing groips" , .

may be amiped on the basis of-"homcroom" (administrative units), alphabetically (last name beginning A.F. G-0, ac.), or any group-
ing that you preferMeestablish.

.
.

(3) A teacher/test administrator should be &signed to 'cach nesting group:' List the names of these teachersltest admisnstrators and'complete .

the Widitional information an pages 2 and 3 of this.form. - .

(4) tie sure you keel,completefiles on how students and test administrators were assigned to "testing groups."
1

2. split *pink Certain teachers may havemore than one class at. the same grade level in split sesSion schools. lp these sitoottoni, the teacher's

'. (mine must be entered micetqce for each classand L he number n I" entered in theSplit Session Identification" box scijocent to the teach.

er's nar4 for the first such Class and the nuniber "2"`entc: rcd ia the "Split Session IdentiFzation" box 6adjacerit to the trseher's narie for the
second Such closs. (If the two daises taught by the one teacher are at different grade levels, each clan ShoUld be entered under its own grade

domination and the "Split Session IdentifiCOtion box should not be' marked.) Be sure you maintain a record'of which dau was afsiined a "I"

and which, was assigned-a."2,"sq tbit the proper test materials nuy,be 'distributed when they are wat to you. ,, -

I. Ungraded, "Unclassed."Ad "Rotating Cla.u" Schools --

°.(1) Students should be assigned for purposes of testing to grades according to Cie level they would beasdgned if they were in a graded-
.' school..

-
,

.
(2) Students within each grade level shduld bc assigned .to "testing grouns" conveniently sized for test administration. These "testing groips" , .

may be amiped on the basis of-"homcroom" (administrative units), alphabetically (last name beginning A.F. G-0, ac.), or any group-
ing that you preferMeestablish.

.
.

(3) A teacher/test administrator should be &signed to 'cach nesting group:' List the names of these teachersltest admisnstrators and'complete .

the Widitional information an pages 2 and 3 of this.form. - .

(4) tie sure you keel,completefiles on how students and test administrators were assigned to "testing groups."
1

2. split *pink Certain teachers may havemore than one class at. the same grade level in split sesSion schools. lp these sitoottoni, the teacher's

'. (mine must be entered micetqce for each classand L he number n I" entered in theSplit Session Identification" box scijocent to the teach.

er's nar4 for the first such Class and the nuniber "2"`entc: rcd ia the "Split Session IdentiFzation" box 6adjacerit to the trseher's narie for the
second Such closs. (If the two daises taught by the one teacher are at different grade levels, each clan ShoUld be entered under its own grade

domination and the "Split Session IdentifiCOtion box should not be' marked.) Be sure you maintain a record'of which dau was afsiined a "I"

and which, was assigned-a."2,"sq tbit the proper test materials nuy,be 'distributed when they are wat to you. ,, -

1 7 51 7 5
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. Instructions for Completing Pages 2 and 3:
. s. ..

List ail of your classes at grades 4. 5. and 6 under the apprcipiate grade level heading. If one or more of ttesc grade levels do not exist in ..-ui ,

school, mark an "X" through the teacher identification area foe that grade level.The following information is requested for each class;
. . .

. .. . ..

Column I Class/Teacher 'Identification: Print or type the name of each classroom techer (or class identification) within the area for that "
teacher's giadr. Some, abbreviation may be necessary. Ite sure the class/teacher identificatos is written within the proper grade t
level, either 4th, 5th, or 6th grade. /

. .
. Column 2 Split Session Identification: This arewmay be left b:arik unless certain-grade levels in your. hool are on split sessions and certain

..

. teachers have more than one class.,iee the special instructions for_Split Session identification on page I.. '--.-./ %

Column 3 Numberol pupils: Enter Pe number of pupils actually enrolled lo that teaul7ers claw .c the Jay you receiver this form.
ft

. . .

Column 4Physically Handicapped or Mentally Retarded?: The "yes" box.Should be checked a . , , class is a special one separately organized ,
for the physically handicapped or mentally retarded. Otherwise, check the "no" box-

,
.

. .

Column 5 Abair), Grouping: Some schools establish.claisroom units' within gradei'on the baiis of student ability. If punil; have NOT been
assigned to this teachers class on the basis of ability, place' a chech in the ".No 'Grouting" space. If pupils havt ..een assiped to this
teacher s class on the basis of ability, place a check in'the ipace that best indicates the class ability level.

- . - . .

If you have more classes than space prorided on this form, pleise attach a listing of the additional classes,.usiAg thegormat shown:on pages 2 and
3. Supplementary pages 2 and 3 will be provided if it is possible to establish that a particular school may not, have adequate space.

1
Class/Toady, *kn011egion

GRAPE 4 CLASSES

aass
1

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE
,

I

2
Split .

Stubs
!damnation

Class
2

Class
3

aass
4

aass 7
5

Class
6

*aais
7

aass
8

aass
9

aass
10

aass
.11
aass
.- 12
Class

13
Class

14

. 3-2

176

a

a
a

0

3124
Number Physically

of I Handicapped
Pupils ,

)

or
Mentally

Retarded?

Yes No

(2) (2)

a
a

O 0
a

O El
\O
HO 0
O 0
O 0
O ID
0 0
0 0

-0 0

Ability Grouping

No IfeS

Grouping Gnsuping

(I)

Above Below
Average Amway* Average

(2).

^



. 1

\,..12aos/TaacMr

GRADE 5 CLA SSES

.

SIM
SUOMI

IdeacificaUen

Cass
1

, 0
Csu

2 0
Class

3 0
dass

4 0
3 0

, Cass
6

C1--
0 ..

7 0

9
Class

10

Class
12

Class
13

14

GRADE 6 CLASSES

Class
1

Class
2

_

-44

Chu
11

Class
12

class
I 3

ass.
14

0\O

0

0

; 3

Number .

Pupils

Physkally
Handicapped

Mentally
Manisa

Yet- We
(1) 12)

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
C
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
.0 0
0 Q

miner Grevki

Yes
amueins e Graying

11)

Alan
'C

11411ot
Annie AMMIM Average

(2) 11) 141)

.1^

C



This page contains three questions ihat will help tt describe your school and the population that it represents. Check the box and/or enter
the Inforthation that but describes yotir school.

1. Which one of the following descriptions best eanes the location of yoitr school/

Large citY, (vier 5, .000 population

laargoty, over 200,000 population

O Suburb of a large city

O Rural ares near a large city

O kfiddle-she city, 50,000-200,000 population

O Suburb of a middle-she city

O Rural ana near a'middle-size city

O Small city or town, less than 50,000 population

O
,

Rural artra, not near a large or middle-size city

(4)

2. Estimate the perczatages of pupils who come from households in which the total yearly income from all sources falls -"olio the fol-
lowing ramps (be sure your percentages total 100%) :

;

under $3,000

43,00043,999

% $600049999

% $10,000 and oVer
(

Tc:4 100%

. ,
.

N, .

3. Give r4ur best estimate of the-percent of rftupds in yotr. school who are members of families whose primary means of support is a

74.1blic vit!fa;.e Proem=

i11004 ' i

0
%

(1)

1 11-,r% 6-50%

0
51-75%

, 0
.

76-90%7, 0
1 ti 91-100%

0

)2) (3) (4) (!) (6)) 17)

B-4
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2. pupil / , from Test Administroltor's Report rorm- /I

The,Test A qtrator provided answers to six questions on each

. puP11 bY 4.ng his responses on the pupil's answer sheet.

These questions, includin0 the clarification aiven to the Test
Administrator,.fallow:

1. Has t1-1 pupil been officially classified as handicapped by
profe lional personnel other, than a classroom teacher?

Yes (Pupil has been officially classified as handicapped)
No (Pupil is Not physically or mentally handi apped)
Don't Know (Pupil might be considered handicapped but has not

officially sa classified)

2. which one of the following racial or nati .al origin groups,
this pupil a member?

Of
is

A.
B.
C.
D.

American Indian
Negro
Oriental
Spanish Surnamed American (Cuban, Pue-to Rican or Mexican ,

descent)
E. White (except Spanish-surnamed American) or other

3. Is this pupil's primary language. Eyiglish?

Yes (go directly to auestion-5) /

No (gu to auestion 4)

You have
English.
handicap

Yes
No ,
Don't Know

I

Which of the foIlawing I
standardized in*elligence

,

A. Below'75 I

B. From 75 toiv
C. I From 90 to 113
Do I From 111 to 125
E. Above 125
F. DP.) 10 test administered

6. Has this child been specifically diaanosed as nee.:ing corrective or
rer4dial wórk,in readipg by someone other than the classroom
te&cher?

Yes
No
Don't Know

indicated that this pupil's Primary language is not
In your'opinion, does'this fact constitute a 'learnina
for the,pupil,in Reading and most other academic sub-loot

ranges on your 1most rece
tlst best aesc ibed this

q?'

tly
pupil? .%

34.

B-5
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ApPENDIX

SUMMARY: OF STATISTICAL METSODOLOGY

The f011owimg.desCribes the'computational approach

used in obtaining the statistics contained in this report:

Number of Sam led Pu ils
0

for any cell (j) is the.sinple coant of the number
7

of sampled pupils with usable MAT test scores who are classified

falling in cell

Nuate,:. oZ 3'ampld ScIools

s, for any cell (j) is the simple count of the number

J1! !ichools inthe sample that contain'one or mo e pupils with
#

test scores leho are cllassified as fallin in ell j.
4'

)

sj = ni, if all sampled pupils in ce 1 j attend

different schools.' Otherwise,

EstiMated .Total.Number,of Pupils
f

N. for any cell (j) is.the sum af the pupil weights
7

fadjtsted for nonrespon of the pupils in cell j.

,

a.

C-1
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where-

(1)
j J

= E w.
k 3k

n. the number of,participating pupils in cell j,
3

= the weight assigned to the
. th participating

pupil. in cell j = the inverse of the probability.

Of selection for that pupiiIadjusted for not-

response.

Estitmated Percent of PuPils

Any cell j for a given table represent a specific

'combination'of a column category (c) and a row category (r).

If N
c)

denotes the estimated number of pupils in row r of

column e: and N (T,c)
d'enotes the estimated total number of pupils

`.4

in all 2:ows of column c, the percent, P of all pupils in he

p pulai on in column category c t at fall in cell (r,c) is

timated as follows:

oft A

(2)- P.
.

#'
F,c)

= 100 x
3 (

'Estimated Mean.

,c)

is the weighted sum of the MAT Total
3

scores of the pupils in cell j divided by the estimated umber

of* pupils in cell j.

..



where

n.

(3) If. x! =
3 b. 31s- 31s-

x
jk

= the MAT Total Reading score for the kth

particiiating pupil in cell j,

(4) x =x!/Z4..
3 3

Estimated Standard Deviatioh

a is the square root off the weighted sum of squared

differences between .le score of.each pupil in Cell 3 andthe

estimated mean for 9e11 j,

pujoils in cell.j:

(5) (5

J. =

11Eq ivalently,-the

divided by the estimated number of

/ A n.
0./Nj) ewjk fx

)

2

. may be used for estimating

(6)

ro

."c m

/

^

a, I

n.
If B. = E3 w.

k 3k

(7) a.= \d/( B./N.
J 3 7

182
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'Estimated .PrOportion Below, Median (50th Percentile)

A
p50, .is the estimated number of pupils in cell j whose

MAT Total Reading score is 54'or'below diVided by the estimated

total number of pupils in cell-j (54 is the MAT Total Reading

scale,median row score, according to Anchor Test Study national

.

normsTT
.

where

n.
E3w. j,k

54 and

= 1 if x. < 54,
, 3k

(9) p50j'= yty'

Estima 71 Proportion Below 25th Percentile

A

p25 is the estimated number of pupils in cell j whose

MAT Total Reading score is 38 or below divided by theestimated
lor

total number of pupils in cell j (39,is the MAT Tothl Reading-
;

scere below which 25% of fifth grade pupils fall, according !to

Anchoi' Test Study national norms):
,

0

(f0) b. = L'w,
j k 3k jk

C-4
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teihere

,= '0 if x. > 38 and

= /1

/

/- ,
.

/ ^ ..

(ll)/ p25. =

if x k
< 38,

j -

Estimated Standard Error of the Meank

The mean for any cell j may be viewed as a ratio,

r., of the following form:

where

(1.2) r. =

t3w.. x
k . (as before) and

A

't

=
( s be&ore).

0/

ictased upon Sample Survey Methods .B.rld Theory, Vol. 17 by
ffansen, urwitz, -and Madow, chapter 4.

i

t

1
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The estimated standard error of a ratio is g1ven

.V2, tie tile estiratid rel-variance of :the ratio r .rj

1"

TY criticaiiterm in :this fokmu/a is V2 which is=
r,

composed of three independently estimated elements:

2.
(14),.. V - v v -2v

- k,1- y! x!y'
.3 . 3; 3 i

For the Anchor Test-8'tudy, the formulas for these

three comPonents derive from the faet that, the /Srimary sample

.design consisted of 470 (final) strata,- each.of which contained'

two schools:

r

Ihere

2
L

'2 2
(151 v , = s /(x!) ,F.:- (140

)
x.. ,/

I

total numberTof.strata = 470

hlj

h2j

is complrEedas x3 (eaUation 3):forthe pupils

in cell j from.one of the schoOle-.1 4tratum h.
I

is computed as xl.for the ,pupils in cell j,from
.. 1

the other school in stratum h'. Note-that,

) v
I,

because the difference is sauared it' does

not matter whether a given school is

classified as number 1 or number 2.



.Analogously,

Note also that,.if one of the schools

se1ected in stratum h did ,not actually.

, participate in the Anchor Test Study,

x l j or x1h2
jwill,be zero. Also, it

h

cell j does not contain any of the pupils

in one of the schools selected in stratum h,

the x' hlj
or x'

h2j
4will be zero.

L 2
(16), v 2

Y t
=

2/)2.
= 1/(Y!) r (171'11. Y.1!:12j) and

Y. 1
'

L
(171

s
v x!y!=(1/xty!) F (x2ii .- xl'12.) ( irl

xjYj 7.? xj j 7 7 7 7 h n 3 hlj h2j
, a

2
The sample estimates, v,, v2..1, and vx,, given by equa-

17
x3

7j 1

tions (15), (16), and'(17) are substituted into equation (14) to

proVide an eitimate of V
2

. This estimate,is then substituted into°-
.

%

,

6 .

1eqUation '.(13), alóng with the iralue of r
3
.(*) to provide an estimate,

.

.

,.,

, 1 , I

:a , of the standard error Of the mean.
.rj

-186
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APPENDIX D

'SAMPLING EPR,R7 AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCY

Satstical Significance.of the Difference between

Two Means

Secau e of the large sample sizes Upon which most esti- .

..inated of MAT Total Reading scale means, are based inthe prettInt

dtudy, the statisticisIappropriate for testing the Statistical

significance of differences between me . This statistic ig

defined as follows6

1'
- \

(1) Tz 1. 2

d

./ ,
'

where x .and 'x are the two means being coltpared, and \:id is the
is'

.

estimated standard error of the difference between the twOmeans.

-.The.zstatistic is normal,ly distributed wtth astandard.'

deviation of one.. Thus, a z > 1.96 (in absolute value) indicAes'
. _

ltatistical,sIgnificance at the p< .05 level, i.e, the probabilAty,

1-th6t the two pbPulLtiOns being coMpared 1.1ie'identiCal "true" irtean,
1 4

:given the pbtaineddifterence in,es imate-mearig.; is'lds than
.

Siitiilarly, a z > a solute value) in iCateS Statistir

cal. significance a Lhe p < .01 level%

tri compu ing z, the critical term i hich is, defined

as foll4:'

(.2)
a
d = 1/;.)

^ ^
Z4 2a

il 72 ill-c.2'
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1

a
where --

xl

:

is the estimated standard error of the first mean;.

is ttle estimated standafa erior of the secdhd mean,

and

i8 the estimated covariance of the t o means.

a

Two.Of these three elements are easily obtained: the
a

-.8tarrdard errors corresponding toall means disdusse'd inthis rePort
,

. .

are presented in-Appendi:i. B7. -The- third-element,-the covariance

term, is zero whertWrer th'e two means being compared are based upon

entirely-different'samPles of schools. This is.the case. wheneverl.'
4

the two meanS involve different categories..of any sChoo171evel
.

a

'variable ,(e.g:, pupil's attending high socioeconomic levels,'schOols

vs. pupilsattending law soci6ebonomic level SchoolS or:pubPic

schdol black.pupils-vs..-'honpublic school'. black pulpils).

,Whenever the two means being"cOmpared are'not based up9n. ,entirelydiffereht simples of Schools., the:covariance terth is tot-.
a,

exactlx. zero. Nor .is.the term easily computed:- In such cses,"..*
.

<a conservative toe) small) approximation Of z may be obtained

,by simply.ignoring the cbvartanCe term', as follows:

(3) :

.

X1 :C2

et'

4
To eXamine the:extent to Tghich equation (3) underestimaeg

the exact z io situations where the cov.ariance term is iheoreticarly

y noir-zero, covasriances ,iere computed for 192 Pairs. ofAnchor TeS.L

Study meats, allof which were' based upori overlapping samples of,

schools (e.g.., Black pUpils who attehd sthools.with 1-1(A:minori.ty,

D-2
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. .

enr011ment'vs. CauCasian pupils 'Who attend schools with 1-1t%

°minority- enrollment). The-covariance was found tb be less than.

0:02 °for. 1:72 (93%) oftthese Otairs. The,single largest: Covariance

was t.197.and; even in that 'extreme case, he .apPkOxima:td a
.

diffei.éd from-the exact a byxily 0.21%.
4

On the basis of thete finding, it appears that the,.

covariance termin equation (2) may be safely ignored in statistil-

Cal.comparisons'between pairs of:Means. estimated frdm the AnAOr

Tes1 S;tudy sample an& that-ecivation (3) provides a 'siMple and.'

acturate.way Of'assessAng.the statistical sa.ignificande ot -tte

.'difference.betWeen. any two such iileans..

.
.i;igure -1 is includedfok the aonvenience of readers

whO may wish'tia make frequent determitiations c;f'sta'tkstical signi-

.

ficance.- to use-these graphs, one beginsby looking upih the ..-
.

. -: ,

.AppendiA.E.tables the standard errors wbich'correspond to the twO
.. -- .

.

means being coMPared. Having located onefstandad error on the
,... ( (

.

absciss,e.....-izontal axis) ofjFi4ure.D-1, .the-reader moves. up thle

figure unti,1 encountering the -ckirve which ,corresponds'(or apptoxi-
. ,

'Mately oorresponds) to the secoirld standard er'rei.rand then reidS

adrass the figure tofind theritical.the:In differenceneeded for
..

:statistical signifTC4an'at'p < .0.5.,,.given the two.standard errors,,
.t;

U-the,two meaas differ bylMbre.- than this valuef the difference is
T

1.SiatiStically significant The results of this procedures are

the-Same as:would 1;e obtained tihrouglue ol equation (j)'.

et,

D-3
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a
1

, .

.

. /.
.

.

'Mean differende needed Bin' statistitaY pignificance.
.. _/ , -

at p < .05 leVel, as a function of tne standard eriors
cof the two .means being.caMpared.

.,
. . '...----"?'

1?

,,

Standard error-I'or
,.



.Generalized Variance Estiates for Cell Means

-

For each estimated MAT Total Reading scale mean computed.

durin analysis of data froM the Anchor Test ttudy, an estimate of
.

.the cbrresponding standaFd erFar of the mean was also computed

(see Appendix E). ,These standard errors provide valuable infor-

mation about the'exteht to.which,dStimates of, individual means

.are subject tcx.ihaccuracy as a result of sampling error. As,.

decribed ih the previous section, they are_also necessary 'for'

assessing the statisti&al significance.of differendes between means.
.1

Unfortunately, estimates,of standard errorS are them-
,..

selves subject t9 sampling error and ten.d.to be.unreliable when
,

computed from samp.les cantaining a-small :lumber of.schools. The
.

remainder of this section describes a "geher&liZed" methbd op .- .

estimating standard errors of the mean., For samplesnsisting of
,

t

. ,

less than 25 schools,* this method is consideredsuperiar to the

,dompgtational procedures Which were used to produce the\estiMates,m

. .

Coilained in the Appendix ,E tables (see Appendix C. for a,,descriP-;
\

"tion 'of these computational:procedures). All Appendix E cantlard
. .

errors which were computed from samples of less than 25 schools are

marked by.asterisks to.alert-the reader to the faCt -Lat they are
f 4

.pf-queStIonabfe accura617 and that the generalized estimation method

sdescribed beloW is recommencAed.

\

In developing-generalizedvariance procedures, the,variance
/ .

:of a.n e&timated 'Mean (a2 ) was written-as follows: ,

d?,K -
?c,

X
7

op. , .,

.*This c'riterion was based on a rough estimate O'f' 15%

--
for the coeffi-

çient af variation (c.v.) bf thesestiMated "ttandard error of the
'.mdan.foriamples consistin4 of ,2\4-schools -(see Hansen, Hurwitz, and
'.maa.c:;Tig, 19 3, p: 135). With a 'c.v. of 15%,'-the're is only about'a
:*50%'CriAnce that the estimated mean mill b:e within lb% of the actual
:,
,., populAti an.- mean ,

.

, .

P- 5
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,

,".= the desiqn -effec.t.; ;,is.
,
chdr-.Te".s.tUdy.-de"sign. to the varfrn

,

X-',that
.. . .

beeri.,u

, .

.=.t11sti.mateg,valte.df the test ..s,d7oreS.fOr-allp.u140

,

= 'the-totaL-nUrtibev Of:.Sampled pupils
. .

7'giVeh4n tkie2Appendi*E..t4bleS6
_ .

.

the fdllowing:eXpre-Ssionfor th

mean folloWs 'directly-from equation-.,(1)i

k:
(2) . a_

StandarcrerrOr.;Of-the.

Letting f represent

x,.

The generaltzed variance estimation metOd involves a

for obtaining aPpro5cimate values of f for two-

way classifcation cells containing less than 25 sampledchools.
set' of proCedures

Once this f-value is Obtained for a given cell, c may be estimated
1 x
1

direclY from equation.(3).

.

'Table.D-1 lists f-values for thejunivariate -marginal)

categorj.es of all independent variables ezamined_..in the present

talues were obtained,ofrom/the following equation,

easily derived 'from equation (3):

192 .
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able D-.11 UnivariiEe f factors.

/ Variabl categories

$chool ocAtion Cc,

'Grea er thn-5-0,0400-.
200y 00.7 56.6,00.0
5Q 00 - 199,994'.

-uLea ttian .50,000
S 'urbs
Ru al, near city'.

SCh ol SEL

Agh y
ddium

f factor

SchooLcontrOl

iRrivate

.1?up,i.1 Racial/Ethnic
group

.

erican Indian
14ck:

brigntal
Spanish-surnamed
Caucasian
Not Reported

ir

'.pupil remedial
diagnosis-

Diagnosed ned'd
No'heed. diagnosea

-Not Reported .

readin

.

105' 5
106.7
7 .2/
7

64:0
/02.8

/ 5f.'0
/ 6,5.6
2- 74.4.

63.9
44.5

51.9
43.7
26.4
42.4
47.
64.2

4

/`
29-.7 :..,

61.1
51.3

Class'ability grouping

Not abI.D.ity. grouped
A6ove avStage
Average..
Selow.average,

68.. 5

53.6
71. 3.

78.3 '.

It

Variable c4tegoride
i/

f.factor

'Class' size

1-- 23 ,

24 - 27
- ,1

.32 - 34
35 amd ove±.

Sct-lool pecent minority

't0

/1 7 10-it
11[-Y-35:

.36.- 75
76 "- 100

Pupii repOrted IQ

Less t an ,75
75 9

90 110 '

111 - t25
Greater than 125 1

ot Reported.

.Primary.langua4e

LY-7

1.

English,
Npt
'Not Eng),ish, handicapped_.

handicapped' 23.1
Vot,-Reported 54 `.8

57.2
71.2
77.1
89.6
93.'6

45,%1
52,6
57:3
59.5

-

13:1
22.1
34.0
22.3
16.4
70.4

60.0.
32.0'



t4)

'The f-value for a_gihn two-way classification cell is

limply. the smaller of this _ae.w.uni-viriate Vs for the catagoriet

whip defint tortexamptes zupposa we wished to det414attine

f for AM'erican whO ittts.nd :suburban achoole.. The.)

f fok AmerIcaA Ittdian pup114 is shoun iu Tage 0-2 to ho'51.9p

and th'e'f 2Qr ;suburban tchoola iz 14.0. The smaller of th-itse twb

,values, 51.9 is inSarte4 in.equation (3) to obtain the gdneralized

estimate of a for thi. cell,

7c.

)There are-two situations for which the above rule should

'be.modified in_order to obtain a precise-estillpte of a :

X

If-.2thlarger of the.two univariate f's is'above
spo the smaller value,should be inCreased by.lO
to obtain f for the twoTway cellTar.

. f

9 6)
-

If the larger. of:the ,two univariaief's is-below
I'. 45, the smaller Value should.be dedieased

-td obta,in f for the two-way cell.-

I

a.

197.;

D-8

a

1.

fr

a



NOTE.: -.These Aference tables correspsnd to tbe 2 and 3rway tables

44iscussed in ehe text of'the report and are nuMbered accord-
, ,.

iPPENDIX E

REFERENCE:TABLES-

ingly. 'They contain statistics which are useful in inter-
. i .- .

preting"the accuracy of the estimates reported in text tables
...

and are needed f4 certain statistical comparisohs -.the

.number of schools-and pupils,h the AnChor.TeSt Study sample

and the estimated standard-,error.bf the mean. Additional
,N

. _'t 1.
.

statistiCs1 tinformation or these angl other tables is 0e-

sented in th e Preliminary-Tabular Report (see Appendix F)..
N

, ,

N\ .

4

a

.5

E-1



2.:5--Number of schools and pupils in Anchor Test 'Study,iUmple and esrimafid standard error

.ipf the mean, 'by control of school an8 by sehool location: Arade 5, United States,

1972Spring .'

Control of school
p

School location+

To0

City over 500,000

City of 20qi00k500,000

Ci,ty of 50,000-200,000

Opvitown under10,000

'Sub* of eit'y of'

5,000 or more

Ruralorea near city

Rural area not near

Schools

in

'sample,

Total .

(6 '

Pupils

in

sam,ple

Standard

etror

of jean

. ,

845 65,99 0,25

88 ' 8,866. 1.12

'38 2,817 2.01

93 6,917 :048

210 , '16,955 .

c161 ;4,578 0.33

99 7,192 0.74

156 8;074

4Pub lic,

Schools lupi1s Stidard

in in error'

sample 'sample of mean

Nonpubllic

Schools Pupili Standard

in 'error

sample' sampl of'mean

4 4

740 60,401 105 °' 0.63 '

'72 7,908 11.14

30 2,346 2,21,

° 78 6,415., 0,96

, 180 15,822H1 65

1$4 4,839

94 7,053 , 0.76

0.69 .152 8,0211 0,69

.10 0 '958 2,12*'

8 .
471

15 .502. 11,16*

30 1,133 , 1.01
,

,27 , .1,739 '0,87

5 139 0,88*

. 50 ''4.3'6*'

* Estimate based;upon sample of less than 25,schools.

, + Text table contains iewer school location cafegories.



Appendix Tibia 2-7-Humber.of 'schools and

nocioiconomic Inc! o

School location+

6

11

upils In Anchor lot Study samplo and utimated standard arrOr of the mei by

school and by adhool locationi Grade 54United Statos, Spring 19,72

Socioeconomic level of school

otal High Middle

Schools

in

sago

pill
in

ample

Standard

irror
of mean

Schools

in

sample

Pupils

in

simple

Staidard

error

of mean

rchoole

in

Pupils

umple

Stand rd

of lieti

$chooli

in

supla

0 A

Total !
f

pi City over 500000

City of 200,000-500,000

City of ,50,000.200,000

City/ton under, 51,100

S4urb of, city of

50,000 or more

Rural area nurc,city

Rural area not iear.

845 650399 0,35 188

3

10

161, 14,578

8,866 1,12 13

2,817 2,01---,a 7

6,917 0,88 24

16,955 o,60. 42

0,53 80 7,014

99 7,192 0,74 ,11 . 828

15fr 1;014-- 0h69..-1--11: 1,00*L.

0,41

1,132

462

2,235

3,366

1,16*

2,62*,

1;04*

0,56

1001
(

,

,* iitiaste banal upon saipli of las. than 25.ichools,
,

.,i Text tabli ctntiins fever school location c!tegories.

451 35,119

43 4 366

15 1,194

53 3,803

120 9,808,

Pupils itindard

in error

umpls of mean

35 2u6 14,79f, 0,62

1,43 32 3,348' 1,28

1,52*'' 16 , 1,161 2,37*

0,V 16 879 2,93*

0,69 1,781' 1,29.

73 6,855 0,80

'68 489 0,84

98 '..0.85

8 649 3,72* 0 .-

20 \ 1,469: 1.46*,,

'01

61 . 3 489 .1,20

14

1



,

0

Table,2=9--MUMber of, schoOls'and'Opilign Anchor i'e.ii-PrgamPieLin-etimtd standard.error

of the mein, by 'control of, school and by socibeconomidevel of schO7ciTTaidt-5T7----:-

r

ainited States, Spine1972

eT

Control:,of schoOl

Socioemomic level

of school

Total Public Nonpublic ,

.

Schools

in

sample,

Puptis

in

sample

Standard'

error

of mean.

Schools

in

sample

Pupils

in

sample

Standard

ro

ofmean

'Schools

in

sample

105
Total

High

Middle

Low,

845 '-'6,399 0.25 7401:150E407 0.26

188 15,484 0.41 45:9. '47) 0.4i

451 35,119 045 32,239

206 14,796 0.62 190 7t 14015 .0.6i

..

Pupils

, in

'sample

Standard

error

of mean

29

60

4092 0.63

1,411 0.92

2,880 ,0.61

701

* Eitimate basecci Upon sample of less ihan 25,schools.

,

v

0

,

'
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Appendix 'Able 2.10Number of schools and pupils I. Andor Teat".Study sample and Waited ltindard itrot et the Jean, hy Cale 5 peeent ainat'Ity of srloall

NI ty echo! iontioh: Mile 5,1 United Staten, Spring...1912
. ,

I

, 0 "

('

..--....--..."''='`'1........ / '
--" ao,..;............................

School .

Incntion$ .

Tnte1

. City over 500,000

City of 200,010-500,000

City of 50,000.200,000

'City/ro4n under 50,000

-,Snhorlrof city of

50,060 nr gore

Rural mo,near city

Rural area noi nenr

'city

2021

ONNIM.Varya..1.

'Toted

Schoolt. Pupils Standerd Schools

In In error In

magpie mimple of mean asople

841 '61,399 0.25 '220

88 6,866 1,12

38 /,611 1.01 4

93 6,911 0,88 , 11

210 16,955 0,60 59

161 14,518 0.53 42

99 7,192 0,74 34

.156 1,04 0,69 61,

',Estimate hated upon eample,of less than.15 lehnole,

+ Text_tohle-contalna !wee lched locatloh

Credo 5 percent minority of nchool .41.1.11

0 1-10 11-3 16-75 '

Pupils; Standard Schools PupilioliCandard *nob Pupils Standard Mode Pupils Standard Schonls Puplla Standard

in,

simple

error

of 110111

'In

sample

In

simple

error

.of mean

in

inmple

in

sampla

error.

of mean

In

aemple

in

sample

error

of mon

In

maple

In

sample

error

of menn ,

12,107 0.41 . 300 251369 133 161 Da 0.50 '70 6,171 0,17 85' 1,,642 '0,64

357 2,89* 16 4575°- 1,610 16 1,336. ,I,800 15 1,106 1,84*. 34 4,192 0.98

281

664

1,78* 11

1,280 18

828 LOP

' 2,114 0,86

7

28

635

2,165

2400 3

1.00 7

201

638

2.350 13

2.930 7

810

.456

1,160

1.91*

,3,473 0,80 76 6,135 .0.66 46 4,181 0:74 17 1,,946
(.74*

I) 11 1,170 I\\flC

1063 0.89 87 8,201 '0,55 11 646 1.354 to 619 I.81i s 413

2,141 0,81 37

1 $

3,101 1.00

,
A

21 '1,4011 2,304 s 10) 0.2,14 2 159 0.82t

1,778 0.91 '44 2,147 036 26 583. 1.41 11 994 1.044 412 972 1.120

4

I

.2
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a

AppeOix 10 2-12-7Number of
schools And, puplls. in Anphor Test. Study samge antes4miteUstandord'ertor

oi the ia; by giint01 of scOol And by irade4 percent -wiliO4ty: ;if school:\

Grade 5, Unitit States, ISring. 1912 . ,

,3rade 5f*

percent minority

of school Schools Pupils Standird

in : in erroi

?
sample sample I of mean

,

Control of school

Total

.1 1

Public . Nonpublic

.,
.

Total 845 65,39 0,25 74 600 0.26 105 4 992. 0,63
,,...... .

220 12,107 0,41 169 , 10070 t0.48 51 2,037 .,'., 0,66

309 1 25,369 0,33 277 '23;381 0.34 32 1,988' 1,05'

161 , 13,454 0,50 153. 12,723 .0.51 'v 8 431 2,28*

70 . 6,177 0,77 66 5,951 0.69 ., 4 174, 4.07*,

85 8; 6i2 0.14' 15 8,2,130 o. 6 10 62 ' '''. 2 39*
,

* Estima e sed' upon samRle of less than 25.schoo1s, ,



,
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AppenditTsble 2-13--Nuiber of ichoole ple pupils in inchoi'Tiii.Study sample ands estimated standard

locioeconomic levir,of school snd by grade 5 percent tinFtty of school; Grade

4

Grade 5'

percent minority

of school

Total

Schools

411

oample

Pupils

in

sample

Standard

error

of mew

SchOols

; in.

,semple

Total 845 65,399 0.25 188

0 220 12,107 0.41 53

1-10' 309 25,369 0.33 105

11-35' 161 13,154 p 0.50 25

36-75 70 6,177 0.77 5

76-100' 115 8,642 0.64 0

Socioetbnomic level ofichool

High' 'Middle

Pupile

'In
omPle

Standard

error ,

of tear

Schools

in

sample

15,484 0141

3,280 030

9,489i 0.53

2,297 I.11

418 1.95*
0

* climate based upon sample of less than 25 schools..,

rror of the meap, by

United States, Spring 1972.

Low

Sta rd Schools Piplle Standard

err f .in in min

of sample saiple of mean

451 . 35,119 )3.35 206 14,796 0.62

133 7,45 0.55 34 1,)32

169 13,556 .0.38 35 2,324 11
97 0.63 39 2,484 0.88 1.

31

,8,373

2,998 su6 34 2,711 . 1.16 ;

21 2,697 1.53* 64. 5;945 0.59
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Appendix Table 4-1-4umbir.,ol.schools and pupils in Anchor;esi. Study sample Ind netimatid standard error of the mean,,by racial/

'ethnic grOup of pupil and bpprinary .liniusis of pupil: , drab 5, United, States', Siring. 1972
...,

,RaiialieihniC groii) of .p.upil ,

Primary ,languagt

of pupil

Totali* Slick. Spoiah-sureaid Caucasian

School.

in

sample

Pupils

in,
sample

StindIrd

erfOr

of mat

School,

in

jample

Pupil.

in .

unpin

Standard

rror
r'of mean

Schools

in

Iampli

Pupils

in

sample

fitandard

'trot
of lean

Schools

in.

saiple

Pupils.'

sample

Irandard

,erfor,

of RIM

,

Total

Not tallish not

considered hatia ped

Not

conaldered handicapped

Not reported

845 65,399 0,25 396 10,218 0,43 322 411325. 0,73 813 ',:50,573. 0.21

, 4

la 62,600' 0,24, 393 10,074. 287 ii1:.1.,.666 0,75 113 49105

134P 724 1,19 '5 30, 3.06k 93 562 1,10 57 101 2,77

196 1,226 0,66 . 15. '15 3.73* 126 1043 638 82 127 141

211 849, 1,88 lt 99 1,35 186.,, 1,61 111 380 1.43

* tatimnte based upon solids Of, lois than,25 schOola,

ft Includes'all racial/ethnic grows,.
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' 'Appendix TANI 4.2-Noberibf schools and pupils in Anchor Test,Studi Mee and estivate& standard error of 'the usan,..11 racial/

... ethnic group of putal,anfj, by repOrted iq of pupil! Gude 5, hit States, Spring.,1971H

group ot pupil,

'Total** Illack Spanish-outlined Caucasian

Not teportid

. Reported:

/549'

, 90-110,

,Abovi 125

'

Pupils :Stiollard

/ error
supfr nun.

Schools Pupils

, in in

,suple sample

Standirt

error

of sesn

Schoels

,in

Pupils

In.

ou0e

tanl)ard,

error

.101 OM

.,,,! '
84i 65,399, 0.25 .; 396 10,218 0 3 322 3,375 0,73 813 50;573 1 1

,z,' :',.,; ,

0.,,,........., .: . .

'31:' 16,977 0,54 24'2:: 4,303 038 164 .. 1,380 1;03 ., '674' 40731 0.41

'.4.
.i ,.... . ' t

311 1,418 0.34 , 132 ',' 744' 0,44 49 137 '; 1..08 , 247 , 568 i 0.51
i

663 ' 1,217 1.26 ,. 220 2,135 .',0,40. ; 120 611 '', 0.66 608 4360.; 1.30

731 , 23;905 '., 0,21 267 ',2,604 '169: .. ) 194, ,1,012 tut,' ,705 19,996 1 0.20 ,

705 ' 12,40&,%0.70 , 122 383 .1,69 106 I 196: 1.04 ,', 677 11,649', , I. 0,19 '

577 .3,414. 0.8 '. 28:\ 49 3,76 21 23 4.09* 556 :3;271 ''r0.26

Wigs bued Spin oniple.ofjesi than 25:schools,

**Include's?, all iaciiliethnic jrob.
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Appendix Teble 4,43Nuibet e.f.mchOoie, and pupilsnin Anchor Test Study 'sample and estimate standard error of thm mean by racial

ethnic mrobp 6E011 and by locioeconomic level of school:, Cre4 5, United,Statell, Spring 1972 ,

of school',

a

Schools

in

samtle

Total 845

'4,01gh '180

fltddle 451

.1a 206

Social/ethnic poop of pupil

Nails flack SpanislAurnssed

!ftweporaw~=r14001In!ftlet.10..mams....1.

Pupils

in

sample

Standard+

, error

of sun

Schools Pupils Standard' Schools Pupil! Standard

in .

sample

in

sample

MU 1

Of OW

in

.umple

in

sample

etrIg

of mean

Schools

in

sample

Caucasian ,

Pupils Stindard

in error

sample of loan

h65,399,',

15414,

35,119;

Includes sli racial/041i 'groups.

0425

0:41

0.35

0.62

31

.46

183.

147

10,211 0.43

t os
)1;90

3,891 0,82

5,861. OAS

'322

lo

173

69

3,315

223

. 1,700

1,452

0.73

1.57

1.12

O13

.813

441

183

50,573

14534

26,951

1,086 /.

0,21 L,

0.39

0.51.

'



Appendix Table 4.5Number of oci'ools and pupil. in!Anchor Teet Study sample and admit] etandard,error of the mean, by racial/

, ethnic group of pupil ad by control ofichool: Outdo 5, United State., Spring'1912

Control of achool

Total**

0 Schools

in

Pupils

in

Standard'

error

tli ;ample aemple of aeon

A

Total

Public,

Nonpublic

845 65?399 0S,

740 60,07 0.26

105 4,992 0.63

** includes'all racial/ethnic groups.

I k

,1

...0.'
Racial/ethnic group of pupil

Schools

in

ample

!lack 4

4L. -

Pupil. ,,Standard

in error

'staple .of mean

'196 10,218 0.43

364, 9,610 0.39

32 148 '2.23
4

Nr,..m..mon

Spanish-ournamed Caucasian

School.

in

uciple

Pupils

in

sample

A

Standard

error

of mean

Schoola

in

ample

Pupils

!in

anmple

Standard
e

error .

of mei

:322 3,315 0.13

286 1,218 0.13

36 151 2.18

, 813 50,513, 0.21 ,

115, 46,203 0.22'

98 41310 0;52

4

4
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Appendin Table,4.6--Number of achools and pupils in Anchor Telt Stuir

,

somple and estimated' standard error,of.tkmein, bracial/

'ethnic'group, of'spupil and by remedial reading diagnosis for pupil; 'Grade 5, United Stigeor Spring 1972

. ,

ibedisl reading

diegnosli for

pupil Schools

in

ample

Racisllethnic grOup of pupil CY !

,

Tota111 Slack Spanish-surnamed, Caucasian

Pupils

4n

sample

Standard

error

of seen

Schools

In

staple

Pupils

in

ImPle

Standard

error

of sean

Schools

ip

(topple

Total. '845 15,399

Diaporl need 625 5,803

No diagnosed need 840' 55,377

'Not reported ' 517 4,49
,

!Includes all racial/ethnic giouPs.

Pupils Standard Schools )411s Standard

"in error in error .

saiple of mean gaiple' sample of mean

0,25 396 10,118. 0,4.3 322 3,375 033 813 50,573 0,21

0.39 189 1,385 0.41 120 513 03,9 554 3;821 0,42

0,26 368 7,802 0.52 289 2,556 0,03 804 1'44,182 0,22

039 158 1,013 0,82 87 304 1 2,11 441 4570 0.74mo.,0 .anarwm0+mamaaw~pow.1.0........
,

0



,

Appendix. Table 4~8. -Number of schools and
pupils in Anchor Test Study sample end eatleated standard eior ihe seen,' by grade 5 percent minority of

fo .

0

school end by,racial/ethnic group
of pupil.and socioeionomic level of achoill Grad 51 'United Stitei,:Spring 1912

0

lecial/ethnic

., group of

. pupil Ind

socioeconomic

level of

hool

Total**

,

Le High SEL

Middle SEL

,Liv'SEL'

, Spanivsh-surnaued

Illgh SEL

Middle SO,

Loy Sit

CAUclailln

Sigh SEL

Middle 1.

Loy SEL

Schools

,i0

sample

Total

Standard

error

of lean

,

Grille 5 percent Minority of icho

Sehooii

in

wee

Pupil! Strodards

in error

umple of neon

1

36.15

Schools

in'

sample

Pupi1 .

in

ample

Standard

of moon

Schools

in

11.1Pie

in

sample

Standerd

error

of ion

Sehoolt

In

maple

845 65,399 0,25 529 37,476 0.33 161 13,154 0.50 , 70 6,121 0.16 85

396 , 10,2181 0.43 I 353 1.33'

66 462 1.90 96 ,2,31:'

.183 3,891 0.82 '° 75 l68 , 1,87

147 5,865 t45 71*---/ 89 2.42

322 3,375 °i73 141 306 1,09 ,

80 223 1,51 56 111 214

173 1,100, 1;22 10 169

69 1,452 0.13 11 26 4.74

813 50,513 All 528 36,571 0.24

188' 14,534 0.39 158 12,487 0,40

442 28,953, 0.27 302 0,591 0,31

181 1,086 0,51 60;,, 3,489 0.7.6

* trainee based upon sample of less than 15 schools,

** Includes all rsc011ethnic groups,

115

, 11)

63

32

96

19

'62

1 618

324

941

33

726

97

508

21

161 .10,4

25 1,814

97 6,707'

39 1,925

0=114..~1.44100

16-100

,

lopi1e Standard

hror.

sample of Ill

8,642

0.72 , 6i 1,988 0,89 1 76 6 259. 0.71

1,76* 3 42 11,71* 0" 0

0.98 25 177 1.75

1.24 32 1,169 0.85

1.03 43 la 1.15

1.58* 5 15 4.94*

1.31 24 ', 606 1.58*

1.78* 14' 236 1.47*

4.56 70 '2,983 0.7/

1,39 5 23)

0.66 31 1,499 0.89

9.91 34 1,251 1,0

18 2,001 1.63*

4,254 ,0.57

36 1,486 0.99

0

7 411 2.26*

29, 1,049 0,99

54 03 1.47

12 152, 3.15i

42 421 1.58
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Appendix ilble' 5 -3 --Number of
achools'and'iWpile,in Anchor Test Study :maple and titillated eten4tri error of the'leini,hy

spcioeconnoic,level of school and by clansman ability grouping: 8n:de 5, UnIted latea, Spring 1972'

Clown ability

grouping+

"Total

Not ability grouped:

Total.

Ability grouped:

Above average .

Average

Nelow overate

SocioeConosic level of, 'school

'Total Nigh

School! 'Pupil, Standard ichoole Pupile

, in in error in in

sample ample of leen !aide ample

. '

845 65,399 0,25;, 488 15,484

I L,

109 52,131 , 0.30 161 13,120

,

88 3,123,4;96 22 741

118 5,883 0,93 23 991

\ 102 4,262 1.20 17 626

4
,

* Iodate biled'uPon sample
of less than 25 schools. .

+ Text table contains additional' row,
for which appendix statistics are unavailable.

Standard

error

of lean

Schoola

in

soeple

0.41 451 35,119

Staridard

OrOr

of non

Scheole

in,

staple

Pupil;

in ,

Emile

alowrierwrirob

Stanch*

error

of ism

rINIM.MMI1111.11.ms.rar.

0 35 206 14,196 0.62

0142 188 21,642 0.40., 160 10,369 -0.73:

1,75* 46 1,790 1,034. 20 16

0.93* .48 2,755 ,1.18' .44 2,131 '1.42

2.60* 50 1,9,2 , 1,81! 35 1,14 1.18

, .



Appendix, Table 5.5rN4sr of schools' and pupils in Anekor Tut
It'udy usplp and utiteted stindard error Of the ion, bY racial/

, .. ethnic sroup,t pupil ant 'by classroo nbilitriroupini: Orsdi 5; Unitid States, 'Sprint 1972
,

.............:,............................: ...........,............
' I! 'beiliiisthnic gaup of pupil

. . .

Class= sbilit

trouPb1+

Total

Not Ability, ow*:

Total

Ability youpedl

Air le svorqa

Aroma

'Selo Average

Total**

Schools Pupils Standard

in error

mil. ample of lann

Slack

Schools

,

ompls

Standard

in . actor

sample of wan

Spanish-1016nd

Schion upL1. Standard

ere
nipple top a of neon

Scheib'

in

Catarina ,

Pupils

in

nalpla

Staivisrd

error,

of, nun

843 65,399 0,25 396 0,218, 0.43 , . 322 3,3 3 0173 Ili 50,513 0.21 °

4

709 52431 63O 318 71186 0.51 259 2,496 0.80 ( 685 41,506 0,24

"81 3,123 0,96 30 306 3.49 22 14l '2,513 085

111 5,883 0.93 ' 58 1,287 1,28 45 , 372 1110 110 4,139 0.14

102 4,262 , 1,20 50 4 1,439 0.60 , 28 , 359 2,15 93 2,355 1.30,

!idiots baud upon simple of loos tharil5 schOOls:

1ncledu all radii/ethnic pups,

+ Text table coati additional row, lor eh h ippendix stodgier are unovailAble,

,).
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411r Nand' al d in '1 11 ''' ^4ipPeadia ,Table 547-Nuiber al schoolc,snd 'ruplls in Anchortest Study. sample i eat t num ar ,., er r o t mon,. iy chant, abllity grouping and

.
,

by reported I441,vpilt.. dude I, United. Starts,. String .1912 . ,,,
A 1

1 l

' ' ' ,.. '; '.rr. ' 1 ' ' ..,:"'":r. , '''' ;I 116MAIIMIIIMI1,01M.I.1WWMPW10101.1'0.....

, '* ''' ' .)
.

i 0,',..{ Y'
Claiaroot'abiOty goqp1litt...',,,',":';:,3,,,:,:.;1 ,i .

,

.....

Total,

groUped),,,,

Not/ability grouped r.

,

Abovtaverage Below selvage

...drimmormor.

Schools Pupils Standard School! Pupils Standard Schools. Pupils Standard lahoolo, pupils Standard Schools Pupils Standia

in in error in in error ,in in , error n error in in Airior

sample sample of gm sample sespli of mean ample umple 11 lean ',Ample, sample of mean ,ompls sample of mun

845 65,399 0.25' 749 52,131 0.30 123 0.96 HilL '5,883 0.93 102 4 262

SIN 75 337 r 1,478 0.34 211 1 021 0.46 10 18 4.13* 31 108 1.08 49 130 0.48

75-89 663 7,117 I.26 . 550 5,310 0.31 39", 133 1,29 85 148 0,16 78 066 0,66 -

911-110 rir 23,905 0,22 620 10,251 . 0.26 73 of 0.86 99 2,438 0,15 83 .1,324 1,08

111-125 \ 705 'LA2,408 020 592 40,237 043 72 912 0.56w, 93 985 0.87 52 274 '1.68

Above 125 577 3,414 0,28 486 2,799 0.31 56 335 0.70 53 126 1.21 , 12 , 54 2.67i

Not reported 131 16,971 0,54 613 13,446 0.56 63 139, 1.90 96 1,378 1.92 72 1,314 1,P9

11WOMMIPTIOW MINII017.0114

Radiate baaed Upon' emple'of less: than..25.achooli. -

llaiffiblelciataini'statiatias only for ability grouped 'total,
4

rrt

gA
.A

0,4
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Opiondin Tido 54.-Nuibar o achoola and pupil. in atton Test Study sample ant estimated standard orror of tio aian, by
,

locioeconosii level of school 14 by enrollot 'of claiaroor Glade 5,, United !tali, Orini 1911

Sochi ;nook !evil of achoiF

Inrollunt

, of claisroos

Total

13
2447

6 a 21.31

3144

or low'

p.

" 0

Schools 'Pupils Standard Schools Pupils Standard Schools Pupils Standard Sahib Pupils
#

Standard

in

supla

it
staple

arror

of ma,

in

ample

in ,

aample

error

of HMI

in

saipli

,in

"sample

atilt
'of moan

in

uopk ample.

,, error

l'of MR.

145 65,350 :0,23 111 15,414 (1.4: 451 35,119 0,35 206 14,196 0,62,

'6,j81. O,69t 33 l,p9. 1.0 , 141 3,1319, 0,17' 79 1,113 1,37

299 15,011 0,51 15 4,128, 0,?9,.. 161 11819 0.61. 61 1.48

360 :211910 0,52 85 11,159 0,19 IN 11,699. 0.61 89. 4,612 1,01,

209 11,01 .18 21134 1,3 119 6,312 01 0.11 52 1,301, 1,41

111 91511 0,96 26 21084, 1,01 12 ., 5,240, 1,01 15 211811. 2,06

)

4

'

tO

227
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,o Appendix Table 5-10--NuSber orschools and pupils ln,Anchtir Test Study sasple and estimated atandard error of the lean, by racial/

ethnic groupAf 'pupil and by enrollment.of classrdos: Grade S, United States, Spring,1912

Enrollment ,

of claseroot

Raciallethnic group of pupil

Slack . Spanish-surnamed

Schools

in

eample

Pupils

fn

sample

Standard

error

of, on

Schools

in

'ample

Pupils

in

sample

Standard

error

of man

Schools

in

sasple

Pupil !

in

sample

Stindsrd

error

of mean

Schools

in

sample

Ctl

IA Total 845 65,399 '0.25 396 10,218 0,43 322 3,375 0.73 81',

Co

1-23 273 6,883 . 0,69 104 986 1,57 75 409 1,41 :56

24-27 299 15,088 , 0.58 135 ,2,041 ' 0.95 89 53) 1.57 287

28-31 360, 21,970 0.52 168 3,285 0,64 135 , 1,200 1)4 343

32-34
r

35 or sore

209 11,90 0.82 101 2,159 032 74 759 1.27 194

133 9,511 0.96 59 1,79 1,11 52 462 1.79 124

10 Includes all raclal/ethnic..groupa.

'I

eiticulan

Popip

in

ample

Standard

' error ,

of scan

50 513 .0,21

5,324 0,57

12,308 0.44

11,103 0,40

8,708 0,57 1

1,130 0,68



APPENDIX

.
LIST Or.TABLES CONTAINED IN PRELIMINARY TABULAR REPORT

(Note: All tables are
and all tables consist
following stia6istics:

Subtable A:

2Subtable B:

Subtable C:

Subtable D:

TABLES

for gradv5, United States, sprin; 1972,
of four (4). iubtables, which pres4nt the

Number of?upils in sample and estimated
mean MAT Total Readiriy scorI;-.
Estimated st4dard deviation and esti ated
_standard e-iror-of the mean for-MAT Total
Reaging score;
Estimated proportions of pupils with MAT
Total Reading score belbw.the 50th and-
.25th.percentiles;
Estimated total number and petcent of
Ampilq.

Tables 'differ only in the combination of variables for which the
abbve statistics are pT'esented,'-as indlcated bel9w.)

.1A-D Socioeconomic level of school by-location of
school. 0000000 oo oo oo

2A,-D Contrbl of school by location of school . .-

4A-D

5A-D

Control of school by socioeConomio level of schobl. .

Racial-ethnic group of pubil by location of'school...
0

Primary language of pupil'by location of school . .

6A-D Remedial reading diagnosis for pupil by locahion of
1F,Achool -

7A.;-D Reported IQ of pupil b4 location bfischooa.

8A-D Racial-ethnic grolip of pupil by socioeconomic level
of school 000 . 000 o , 0000 o

9A-D Prithary language of pupil by socioeconomic level'
school

.....

, . -..%

Remedial.reading diagnosis for pupil by socioeCO. nOini"
level of school 00000 * oo ...
Reported IQ pf.pupil bY .socioe.Conomic 'level v
'school .... . . , -. . . ..' . .... :. .

,

e

Cs



12A-D. :Racial-ealhic group of.pupil by control of SChool . . .

13A-D Pximary languagb of pupii by- control of school. . .

14A-Dk Remedial reading diagnosis for viola by. control of
school. . . 4 - . . . . . . .

15A-D Reported, IQ of pupil by control of School

16A-D E Jcioeconomic level of school by control and .locatiOn 4
of school . . . ,

17A D. Racial-ethnic, group of pupil by control and location
- of School, . .

.

. .

PrimaCy. lan4uage Of pupil by contrdl and location of
schoolOOOOOO . OOO . . 1. . .

"

19A-D Remedial reading diagnos is foi.pupil by control o

.school: . . OOOOOOO . ., . OOO .. . . .

20A-D Reported IQ of, pupil by' control and location of
school. . . .*.., OOOOO .. .

`

21A-D Aacial-ethnic grolip of pupil by control and
sOcioeconomid level of school . O . OO : . OO . .

1

22A-15 Primary language of pupil by control ihd
socioeconomic level Of school . OOO .. . .

23A-D Remedial reading diagnosis for pupil by control
socioeconomic level, of scholia . . .

214A-D Reported IQ of pupil by-control and sodioeconomix-

- level of 'school ... , -- . ;,

25A-D 'RaciaI-ethnic grOups of pupil by socioeconomic level J.

and location of school . . . . 4 . . . .. . . . .

-26A-D Pfimary language of pupil by socioeconomic leVel
__and location of school .; \ .

, r

. °. 27A-Dr Remedial reading diagnosis for pupil by socioecohomic
level and loca.tion of _school. . . . . . e a ,

. t.

t

, 28A-D Orted IQ Of pupil by socioeconiomc level-and.

. a,

,

.1o6ation of school. ..: -. . . '. , . ,. .., ,.

,
.,

Remedial reading diagnosis for pup,i1 by raCial7ethniC
group of pupil. .. . .



'30A-,D Remedial reading diagnosis- for'pupil by racial4ethnic
group Of pupil and socioecondmic level of school. . .

.

Rtmedial reading diagnosis for pupil by racial4tthnic-
gtotp of pupil and. location of school . . .

Remedial reading diagnosis T9r pupil:by raCial-ethnic
group of,pupil and control-Of'school. . ,

Grade'5 percent minority in school by Socioeconomic'
lèvel'and location ol school . ... . . .

Grade ,5 per-cent minority ofschool-by racial-ethnic .

group of,pupil'and socióeconomic leyel'of.school. .

35A-D Grade 5 percnt minority cif "schOol by ra,Aal=ethni-
. grodp of pupil and location of school.. , . .

,

3.6A-D Grade 5 percent minority of school py
. remedial reciding diagnosis'forImpi4.

37A-D Ability' grOuping of class by socioedOnomio
and'location of school . . . . ;..

-38A-D Ability,grouping of class,by racial-ethnic group.
,of. pupil and scicioeconoinic_leyel,of school,. . .°.

Ability grouping ofclass by racial-ethnic group
-

and 'reported; TQ of pupil . .

'34A-D

40A-D

lA7D

Enrollmee .of class by socioeccalomic level and
.

location of school . . . . Wee
4

'EffroIlment of class by'raciai-ethnic group of pupil
and 'socioeconomic leirel of school.%. . . . .

Enrollment of 'class by raoial-ethnic group of pupil
and location of scheio,l . . OOOOOOOO

D

C.

4
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